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INTRODUCTION. 


| IT 18 now more than three years ſince the 
firſt publication of The Calviniſtic and Soci- 


nian Syſtems examined and compared as to their 


Moral Tendency. De, - Toulmin expreſſes 


ſome regret that, at the time he wrote, no- 
thing had appeared in anſwer to it; and 
ſeems diſpoſed to account for this circum- 
ſtance 1 in a way that may acquit his cauſe 
of ſeeming to be indefenſible, Addreſſing 
himſelf to me, he ſays, No one can doubt 
6 that the gentlemen, on paſſages i in whoſe 


40 writing many of your reflections are 
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i INTRODUCTION. 


grounded, are every way equal to the 


« conteſt, if they ſaw fit to enter the liſts 


" with you. As they have not done it, 


* 1 preſume they think it ſufficient to leave 


« the candid reader to Judge between you 


« and them.” * 


That theſe gentlemen, ſo far as abilities 


are concerned, are equal to this conteſt, 


there can indeed be no doubt; but whe- 
ther they be every way equal to it is ano- 
ther queſtion. It is beyond the power of 
any man to convert truth into falſhood, or 
: falſhood into truth ; ; and their filence may, 
for any thing Dr. Toulmin can prove, be 
owing to the difficulty of the undertaking. - 
| One thing is rather remarkable ; ; though 


Dr. Toulmin has undertaken a defence of . 


Socinianiſm, yet he has cautiouſly avoided 


a vindication of the writings of thoſe gen- 


"Mw Page 2, 


INTRODUCTION, m 
tlemen, on which I had animadverted. 
Such a conduct could not have been purſued 
by them: if they had written, they muſt 
have entered on a defence of their writings, 


or have given them up as indefenſible. 


Dr. Toulmin informs us ; that for his own 


part, « It was but lately that the piece 


CO fell in his way, ſo as to find him at 


mn leiſure to read it. This undoubtedly 


is a ſufficient apology ſo far as it reſpects 


himſelf; and if he or his colleague Mr. 
Kentiſh have but overturned the ſubſtance 
of the piece againſt which they have writ- 


ten, time, and other circumſtances are of 


ſmall account. "If the opinion of Reviewers 


0 on theſe performances be of any weight, it 


muſt be concluded that they have done this 


at leaſt. The Analytical and Monthly Re- 


views, with The Proteſtant Diſſenters Ma- 
AS gazine, 
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gagine, have each beſtowed on one or other 
of them their ſtrong and unqualified appro- 
bation. Whether their critiques have been 


of any advantage to the cauſe I may here- 


after enquire ; at preſent I ſhall proceed to 


examine what is advanced by each of my 


opponents in their order. 
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On the G 0 of Serum uſed i in this Controverſy, 
and the CO? of 0) our r Opponents 10 Al. il. 


VV HEN 1 firſt formed a deſign of writ- 
ing againſt Socinianiſm, T perceived, that al- 
| though the Holy Scriptures were treated by So- 
cinian writers with great. diſreſpect in various 
inſtances, yet they were generally the ultimate 
tribunal to which the appeal was made. The 
object of the controverſy on both ſides ſeemed . 
to be to aſcertain their rue meaning. For this 
- purpoſe two general methods had been adopted: 
PFirſt, arranging the various paſſages of Scripture 
which relate to the ſubject, and reaſoning upon 
them. Secondly, examining in what ſenſe Chriſ- 
B => T1; 


- 


. The Ground of the Argument \'Sxc. L 


tians, in the early ages of Chriſtianity, underſtood 
—_— 15 
The firſt is the common way of deciding con- 
troverſies in divinity, and a very good way it is, 
if fairly conducted. I had ſeveral objections, 
however, againſt purſuing it in this inſtance. 
Firſt, it was ground which was already fully 
occupied. Able writers on both fides had gone 
over all the paſſages of Scripture relating to the 
ſubject; and many of them had nearly exhauſted | 
their genius in reaſoning upon the ſcope of the 
ſacred writers, and in criticiſing upon the original 
language. Secondly, I perceived that Socinian 
vVriters had got into ſuch an unwarrantable habit 
of criticiſing upon the ſacred writings, that the 
plaineſt paſſages could not ſtand before them; 
whole chapters and whole books were caſhiered 
as ſpurious; and even the whole Bible was de- 
clared to be © obſcure,” and © never deſigned 
& to decide upon controverted queſtions in re- 
e ligion and morality.*” It appeared to me of 
but little account to reaſon upon texts of Scrip- 
ture, when the Scripture itſelf, whatever might 
be its meaning, was virtually diſallowed. @_ 
As to the laſt of theſe methods, it was not 
within my province. Beſides, it appeared to 
me, that whatever pleaſure we may feel in tracing 
the hiſtory of early opinions, and whatever good 
_ purpoſes may be anſwered by a work of this 
nature, if impartially conducted; yet it can af- 
ford 
*Mambly Review enlarged, Vol. x. p. 357. 
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ford no proper criterion of what is the apoſtolic 
doctrine. Chriſtians in early ages were as liable 


to err as we are, and in many inſtances they did 
err, ſo as to contradict the Scriptures, and one 


another. 

1h.nking on theſe things, - it occurred to me 
that there was another method of reaſoning, diſ- 
tinct from thoſe which have been already men- 
tioned, viz. By enquiring—I/hat zs that doftrine, 
in the profe at day, which is productive of the beſt 


moral f,? Several conſiderations induced me 
to prefer this ground of reaſoning in the preſent 
caſe to eicher of the other two. Firſt, It would 

ſerve to aſcertain what was the apoſtolic doctrine 


as well as the former of them, and much better 
than the latter, If, for example, in diſcourſing 


| on the vines and fig- trees which formerly grew 


in the land of Cannan, a diſpute ſnould ariſe 


u hether they reſembled this or that ſpecies now 


growing in other countries, one w ay of deciding 
it would be to compare the fruits. If the fruit 
of one ſpecies could be proved to poſſeſs a much 
ncarer likeneſs than the fruit of another, that 
would tend to decide the controverſy in its ſa- 
vour. Secondly, An inquiry into the moral ten- 
dency of the different doctrines would not only 


ſerve as a medium of aſcertaining which of them 


was the apoſtolic doctrine, but would alſo prove 
the truth of that doctrine, and its divine original: 
for it is a principle ſo deeply engraven on the hu- 
man mind, that whatever doctrine 1 is productive 

B 2 of 
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4 The Ground of the Argument [Stc. I. 


of good fruits muſt in itſelf be good, and have 


its origin in God, that very few writers, if any, 


would dare to maintain the contrary. I per- 


ceived, therefore, if I could not only prove that 
What is commonly called Calviniſm is moſt pro- 
ductive of effects ſimilar to thoſe which ſprang 
from the doctrine of the Apoſtles, but alſo exhibit 


them in ſuch a light as I went along, as that they 


ſhould approve themſelves to every man's con- 
ſcience, I ſhould thereby cut off the retreat of 


thoſe Socinian writers, who, when their doctrine 


18 proved to be antiſcriptural, forſake Chriſtian 
ground, and take ſhelter upon the territories of | 


deiſm; degrading the Bible as an © obſcure book,” 
taxing its writers with © reaſoning inconcluſively,” 
and declaring that its “ nature and deſign was 
« not to ſettle diſputed theories, or decide upon 
cc © controverted queſtions in religion and mo- 
« rality. I knew well, that though they dared to 


write degradingly of the Scriptures, and of the 
ſacred writers, yet they dare not profeſſedly ſet 


themſelves againſt morality. Thirdly, The judg- 
ing of doctrines by their effects is a practice war- 


ranted by Scripture: By their fruits ye ball know 
them. A very able writer, in a diſcourſe on this 


paſſage, has ſhewn, that “ the rule here given 


« by our Saviour is the beſt that could have been 


« given; that it is ſufficient to diſtinguiſh truth 


from error; and that it is in fact the rule by 


« which all good men, and, indeed, mankind 


in general, do judge of religious principles 


« and 


Sec. I.] fated and defended. | 6 
and pretenſions.*” Fourthly, I ſuppoſed that 
ſuch a method of reaſoning would be more in- 
tereſting to the public mind, having never before, 
to my recollection, been adopted as the ground 
of any particular treatiſe on the ſubject. Fifthly, 


It was ground upon which there was room for 


common Chriſtians to ſtand and be witneſſes of 
the iſſue of the conteſt, which, while the con- 
troverſy turned upon the opinion of the Tathers, 
or the conſtruction of a text of Scripture, was not 
the caſe. Sixthly, It was a ground of reaſoning 
to which our opponents could not fairly object, 
ſceing they had commenced an attack upon it, 
charging the Calviniſtic ſyſtem with *« gloomi- 
« neſs,” © bigotry ” and © licentiouſneſs ;” with 
being a averſe to the love of both God and man,” 
and v an axe at the root of all virtue.” 

Theſe were the principal reaſons which induced 
me to prefer the ground of argument on which L 
have proceeded. I would not be underſtood, 
: however, as expreſſing the leaſt diſreſpe& towards 
the works of thoſe who have proceeded on other : 
grounds. Let the ſubject be examined in every 

Point of view. Every author has a right to chooſe. 
his ground of reaſoning, provided it be a fair 
one; and that which may be unſuitable to the 
turn and talents of one perſon may be ſuitable to 
thoſe of another. If the Reader wiſh to ſee the 
. controverſy purſued on the grounds of 


ſcripture- 


* See Dr. WI rn ERSPOON'S © 7 rial of Religious Truth 4 its 
Moral Influence,” 1 
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fcripture-teſtimony, and the opinions of early 
agcs, he may conſult to great advantage, a late 


very able and elaborate work of Dr. Jamieſon, 
entitled, A Vindication of the Doctrine of Scripture, 


and of the primitive Faith, concerning the Deily of 
Chriſt, in Reply to Dr. Priefiley s Fliſtory of early 
Opinions, 2 vols. octavo. 


Knowing ſomewhat of the abilities of the 


writers on the other ſide, and their readineſs on 
all occaſions to defend their cauſe, I did not 


expect to eſcape their cenſure. I laid my ac- 
counts, that what I advanced would either be 
treated as unworthy of notice; or if any anſwer 
was written, that the ſtrength of the arguments 
would be tried to the uttermoſt. In both theſe 


| particulars, however, I have been miſtaken. 
They have not treated it as unworthy of notice. 


They have acknowledged the contrary. And as 
to trying the ſtrength of the arguments, I muſt 


ſay, that Doctor Toulmin has not ſo much as 


looked them in the face. On the contrary, 


though | the Practical! Efficacy of the Unitarian 
Doctrine is the title of his performance, yet he 
acknowleges his deſign is to © ſupercede the 
examination of that compariſon into which I 


© had fully entered” that is, to relinquiſh the 
defence of the practical efficacy of his principles, 


and to reaſon entirely upon another ground. Mr. 
_ Kentiſh is the only writer who has pretended to 


encounter the argument. Whether he has ſuc- 
ceeded, 


* Page 5. 
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ceeded, will be hercafter examined. At preſent 
J ſha!l attend to Dr. Toulmin. 
This writer obſerves at the outſet, that, “ the 
Title prefixed to his Letters will lead the reader 
«to expect from them chicfly the diſcuſſion of 
« One point; but that a point of great im- 
* portance in itfelf, and the main one to which 
« a reply to Mr. Fuller's work need 20- de 
« directed. 
Now, Reader, what would you have expected 
tat point. to be? The title prefixed to his 
letters, recolle& is this; The Pra@ical Efficacy of 
the Unitarian Do#rine conſidered. Would you not 
have ſuppoſed that the Doctor was going to offer 
evidence in favour of the practical efficacy of 
Modern Unitarianiſm? From the title of his 
book, could you have expected any other than 
an exhibition of the molt forcible arguments 1n 
favour of the holy tendency of his principles, 
together with a number of undoubted fas, in 
which their efficacy has appeared, ſufficient, at 
leaſt, to confront the evidence alleged on the 
other ſide ? How great then muſt be your diſap- 
pointment to find him employed in © pro- 
« ducing evidence in ſupport of his opinion 
from paſſages of Scripture; and in proving, 
what no body calls in queſtion, that the preach- 
ing of the Apoſtles was productive of great moral 
 ciiccts t- — 
Dr. Toulmin, it ſhould ſeem, can find no | 
ſuch fruits of Socinian doctrines as will ſupport | 
| 


An 
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an appeal, and, therefore, is under the neceſſity 
of going ſeventeen hundred years back in ſearch 
of examples. But are thoſe examples in point ? 


Were the principles of Chriſtians in the apoſto- 


lic age the ſame as thoſe of Socinians? With 


what face can Dr. Toulmin take 7! for granted 
that they were, or even go about to prove it as a 
medium of eſtabliſhing the practical efficacy of 


modern Unitarianiſm? 


When the grand end of a controverſy is to de- 


termine a principle, a writer who aſſumes that 
principle as a medium of proof, is guilty of 


beoging the queſtion: and if, in order to eſcape the 


public cenſure, he endeavour to give evidence of 


this principle from ſome other ſource of argument 


than that which he profeſſes to anſwer, he is 


guilty of /ifting the ground of the controverſy, 


and by fo doing, virtually gives up his cauſe as 
indefenſible. 


This is exactly the caſe with Dr. Pala, 


The doctrine of the Apoſtles is allowed on both 


ſides to have produced great moral effects. The 
object of the controverſy was to aſcertain what 
that doctrine was. The medium of proof which 
I had adopted, and to which Dr. Toulmin, if he 


pretended to write an anſwer to me, ought to 
have confined himſelf, was the eds which it 


produced. I attempted to prove that the Apoſ- 


tolic and Calviniſtic doctrines are nearly ſimilar, 


from the ſimiliarity of their effects; and that 


the Apoſtolic and Socinian doctrines are diſſi- 


milar 


Ste. .I ated and defendrd. 9 
: milar, froti the diſſimilarity of their effects. 10 
have anſwered this reaſoning, Dr. Toulmin ſpould 
have proved, either that the effects of the Cal- 
viniſtic doctrine are not ſimilar to thoſe which 
attended the doctrine of the Apoſtles, and that 
the effects of the Socinian doctrine are ſo; or 
_ elſe, that a ſimilarity of effects is not a ptoper 
ground from which to infer a ſimilarity in the 
nature of the doctrines. His attempting to prove 
te practical efficacy of the Unitarian doctrine 
. by aſſuming that the Apoſtles were Unitarians, 
in his ſenſe of the term, is nothing better than 
| begging the queſtion: and his endeavouring to 
| ſcreen himſelf from this reproach by labouring to 
prove the point in diſpute, from a review of the 
Acts of the Apoſtles, let his reaſonings be ever 
ſo juſt, is foreign from the purpoſe : it is hifting 
the ground of the argument : it is declining to mect 
the inquiry on the ground of moral tendency, 
and ſubſtituting in its place O&/ervations on the 
meaning of Scripture-teſiimony ; which to all in- 
| tents and purpoſes 1s relinquiſhing the practical 
efficacy of modern Unitarianiſm as indefenſible. ; 
The plain language of his performance is this: 
There are no examples to be found of any con- 
ſiderable moral influence which the Unitarian 
doctrine has had upon the hearts and lives of 
men of late ages, and therefore I have had re- 
courſe to the preaching of the Apoſtles, and have 
endeavoured to prove that they were Unitarians. 


10 The Ground of the Argument [Sc. I. 
If Dr. Toulmin thought the moral tendency 
of a doctrine an improper medium of proof, why 
did he not profeſſedly decline it? Why did he 
not acknowlege that Dr. Prieſtley was wrong in 
challenging an enquiry on ſuch a ground? And 
why did he entitle his performance, The Practical 
Efficacy of the Unitarian Doctrine? This piece does 
not anſwer to its title. It ought rather to have 
been called, An Enquiry into the Doctrines which 
the Primitive Preachers delivered, by a Review of 
the As of the Apoſiles. The practical efficacy of 
either doctrine makes no part of his argument, 
and occupies ſcarcely any place in his perform 
ance, except the title-page; and there is reaſon 
to think it would not have been there but for the 
ſake of its wearing the appearance of a an anſwer to 
te piece againſt which it is written. 
I am not obliged by the laws of controverſy to 
follow Dr. Toulmin in his review of the hiſtory 


* - of the Acts of the Apoſtles; nor is it my in- 


tention to be diverted from the ſubject by the 
mancuvres of any opponent. The only notice 1 
ſhall take of this part of his performance will 
be in a few pages in the form of an appendix, as 
being a ſubject beſide the queſtion; and that 
merely to ſhew, as a thing by the bye, that even 
upon his own ground his cauſe is indefenſible. 
An anonymous writer in the Analytical Review,* 
diſcovers a ſimilar inclination with that of Dr. 
Toulmin to fhift the E ground of the controverſy ; but 
| with 


* Vol. xvik p. 183, 184. 
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with this difference : the Reviewer openly avows 
his diſlike of the medium of proof which I have 
adopted, calling it * a fallacious teſt,” and re- 
commending it to all parties, © inſtead of aſking 
« by whom any ſyſtem is profeſſed, to confine 
* themſelves to the ſingle inquiry, by what evi- 
4 gence it is ſupported :”” whereas Dr. Toulmin, 
though he diſcovers the ſame diſlike to the 
ground of argument on which I have proceeded, 
yet has not the ingenuouſneſs to acknowlege it; 
but pretends to reaſon upon the practical efficacy 
of his principles, while, in fact, he has utterly 
relinquiſhed it, and endeavoured to eſtabliſh his 
= ſyſtem upon another ground. 
The writer above-mentioned having quoted 
the concluding paragraph of my letters, calls it 
„ an unfounded and preſumptuous ſentence, 
e pronounced upon the hearts of thoſe who 
* adopt Socinian principles,” and inſinuates that 
I muſt have written in a bad /pirit, Before I 
have finiſhed theſe pages, I ſhall have occaſion 
to defend the paſſage referred to more particu- : 
larly. At preſent, I only obſerve, that taken in 
its connection, it amounts to no more than this; 
that 7 Socinianiſm be an immoral ſyſtem, im- 
moral diſpoſitions are the avenues which lead to 
it: and it is poſſible, that this writer, notwith- 
9 what he has ſaid under cover, might be 
aſhamed to come forward, and in a publication 
to which he ſhould prefix his name, avow his 
denial of this propoſition. 
N Ins 


12 The Ground of the Argument { Sx. J. 
This Reviewer wiſhes to have it thought, that 
the moral effects produced-by a doctrine form no 
part of the evidence by which it is ſupported : 
that is to ſay, he wiſhes to ſhift this ground of 
argument as unſuitable to his purpoſe. If the 
effects of a doctrine upon the hearts and lives of 
men be no proper ground of argument, why are 
ve directed by our Lord to judge of falſe teachers 
by their fruirs? and why were not the ſame ob- 
ſervations made while Socinians were throwing 
out their accuſations of immorality againſt the 
Calviniſts? Writers may rave like furies againſt 
them, and be applauded by Socinian Reviewers.* 
Bur a fingle attempt to repel theſe ſhafts of ca- 
lumny, and to prove from facts which no one has 
yet undertaken to diſpute, that immorality at- 
taches to the other fide, quiteaiters the nature of 
| things: lo, then the ground of argument is 
unfair, and the writer muſt be a man of a bad 
ſpirit! 
About forty years ago, the Socinians, and thoſe 
who veered towards their ſentiments, in the 
Church of Scotland, are ſaid to have attacked 
the Calviniſtic ſyſtem with various kinds of wea- 
pons. Amongſt others, they abounded in the 
uſe of ridicule : ſo much indeed, that they ſeem- 
ed diſpoſed to adopt Lord Shaftſbury's maxim, 
that « Ridicule is the teſt of truth.” At this 
2 2 Dr. WrrurRsPo0x, as it is ſuppoſed, 
| publiſhed 


* See Monthly Review for July 1792; On a Levelyn' s Tracts, 
Page 226. | 
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publiſhed his Eecleſi aſtical CharaFeriftics, in which 

he ſucceſsfully turned their weapon upon them 
ſelves. The effect of that performance was very 
| conſiderable: a dead lence ſucceeded its publi- 
cation: none moved the tying, or opened the mouth, 
or preped: but they comforted one another by 
ſuggeſting, that the author of the erg 
"FF: muſt be a man of a bad heart . 


| Containing farther Remarks on Dr. Toulmin, ith - 
e 10 Various 5 of bis Animadverſi ons. 


Ds. Toulajn- gives us, at the outſet of his . 
performance, a ſhort account of the « funda. 
* mental principles” of his ſcheme. Theſe, he 

tells us, are, © that there | is but ONE God, the ſole | 
ce former, ſupporter, and governor of the uni- 
« verſe, the ONLY proper object of religious 
x worſhip ; and that there is but one Mediator 
be between God and men, the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
« who was commiſſioned by God to inſtruct men 
, in their duty, and to reveal the doctrine of 
% future life.“ He afterwards complains, 
| Mr" tc j nſtead of applying my arguments againſt 
* theſe principles, 1 have brought forward par- 


1 ticular 
e Page 4+ 
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te ticular poſitions, ſcattered through the works 
« or diſcourſes of ſeveral eminent perſons, known 
« and able advocates of the Unitarian faith, 
« which have no immediate and direct connec- 
« tion with the firſt principles of it.” Theſe 
poſitions, he obſerves, might, or might not be 
« true, and the truth of the great doctrines of 
« the unity of God, and the humanity of Chriſt, 
* remain in either caſe unaffected by it.“ The 
unity of God and the humanity of Chriſt, then, 
it ſeems, are the principles which I ought to 
have attacked: that is to ſay, I ought to have at- 
tacked principles which I profeſs to believe, and 
not thoſe which I profeſs to-difocheve! Dr. 
Toulmin ſeems diſpoſed to be on the /afe ſide. 
By avoiding a defence of thoſe pefirions which 
are quoted from the principal writers of the 
party, and adopting the words of Scripture as 
the medium by which to expreſs his ſentiments, 
taking it for granted as he goes along, that theſe 
ſcripture-expreſſions are to be underſtood in his 
ſenſe of them; his work becomes very eaſy, 
and very pleaſant. But thinking people will re- 
mark, that by ſo doing he has retired from the 
field of controverſy, and taken refuge upon neu- 
tral ground. Dr. Toulmin knows that I ſhall not 
diſpute with him the apoſtolic poſition, that here 
is one God and one Mediator between God and men, 
the man Chriſt Feſus ; and his taking it for grant- 
cd, that theſe and other Scriptures convey his 
3 q peculiar | 
„Page 41. 
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peculiar ſentiments, namely, that the Unity of 
God is perſonal, and that Chriſt is merely a man, 
is begging the queſtion, a practice to which he i is 
more than a little addicted. 


What would Dr. Toulmin have faid, if I had 
alleged that Socinians, inſtead of attacking the 


poſitions of the leading writers amongſt the Cal- 


viniſts, ought to have attacked our firſt prin- 


ciples, ſuch as the following: there is a Father, 
a Son, and a Holy Ghojt, in whoſe name we are hap- 


tized—the word was God—Chrifl died for our ſins 
according to ive Scriptures? And if to this I had 
added, We think it a juſt ground of boaſt that 
e we can expreſs our fundamental opinions in 
« the words of Scripture ;*” would he not have 
replied to this effect; We do not deny any one 
of your poſitions. Theſe are not your diſtin- 
guiſhing principles; but are ſuch as are allowed 
on both ſides. 17 is the ſenſe which you put upon 
© theſe paſſages of Scripture which conſtitutes your 

« firſt principles, and the points of difference be- 
© tween us. You ought not to expect that we 
© ſhould attack the words of. Scripture; for it is 
* not Scripture, but your ges upon it, that we 
© oppoſe; and it Is mean in you to beg the queſ= 

« tion, by taking it for granted that your ſenſe _ 


of theſe paſſages is the true one: it is no other 


© trays 


Page 5. 


than ſhrouding your obnoxious gloſſes under 
the lacred * of Scripture; and it be- 


. — — 


ICERT Mane > 


* 
— r OT y W 
. m ˙ V War "AS = 2 — - 
2 2 * 1 — >” 3 2 


— —_ —5 
* 


ee 


TTT 
Ee ⁵·ů A OR RN —— 
— 4 3 


— 2 — 


—— ——— 


ny r 
a uw r- 
4 TINS 


oO lo ͥ — 


—— — 2 uo ee ©." Ae” 


232 l h F WS 
K ä _ 
4 . . —˙ c LI EB oe. I 


- at wn 4D 1c RE OS 


16 Replies io Dr. Toulmin's [Sxe. II. 


© trays ari inclination in you to impoſe upon us 


© the one tinder the form of the other.” 
No man who ſtriveth for the maſtery is crown- 


ed, except he ſtrive lawfully. If a Grecian com- 
batant had quitted the ground marked out for 


the conteſt, like Dr. Toulmin, he would not only 


have loft the prize, but would have been truck 
out of the liſt of honourable competitors. 


Dr. Toulmin labours to prove that there are 


certain principles that are productive of piety, 
which are not peculiar to Calviniſts or Socinians, 
but are common to both; and mentions ſeveral 
devotional treatiſes of Calviniſtic writers, in 
which theſe are the only principles inſiſted on.* 


And what if this be granted? I never ſaid that 
the diſtinguiſhing principles of Calviniſm were 


the only ſources of holy practice. On the con- 
trary, the being of a God, which we hold in 
common with the Deiſts, is the foundation- ſtone 
in the great fabric of piety and virtue. This, 
however, I muſt obſerve, that the moſt import- 
ant truths, when accompanied with great errors, 
are retained to but very little purpoſe in com- 
pariſon of what they are when accompanied with 
other truths. Divine truths in this reſpect re- 


femble divine preceptꝭ: they are ſo connected 


together, that he who offends in one point is, as 


it were, guilty of all. It is thus that that one 
great truth, the being of a God, is of but verx 


little uſe to Deiſts who reject his word: and I 


2 may 
rage 33. 34+ 
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may add, it is thus that the doctrine of a future 
life loſes almoſt all its effect in the hands of both 
Deiſts and Socinians. Dr. Toulmin will admit 


the propriety of this remark as it reſpects the 


former :* and if Dr. Prieſtley's Sermon on the 
\ Death of Mr. Robinſon may be conſidered as 
ſpecimen of the Socinian doctrine of a e 
life, there can be but little doubt of che latter. 7. 
In introducing the above remarks, Dr. Toul- 
min tells us his deſign is to prove“ that the 
« Calviniſtic ſyſtem is not eſſential to devotion.” Þ 


Truly our opponents are of late become moderate 
in their demands. Heretofore, Calviniſin Was 
« unfriendly to the love both of God and man, 


and an axe at the root of all virtue: but now, 


it ſeems, it is allowed to have a tendency i in fa- 
vour of devotion, and all that is argued for is, 


that it is “ x0? efſential” to it. 


After holding up the character of ſeveral So-. 
55 cinians as eminent for piety and virtue, Dr. Toul- 
min obſerves, that « if the number of excellent 

characters ſhould. not be ſo great as amongſt 

« other denominations—a cauſe of this is eaſily 


i to be aſſigned : the number of Socinians hath 
always, in the latter ages of the Church, borne 
«a a ſmall proportion. to the number of Trini- 


D SE tarians 


* See his Di iſertation on the internal Evidences and E xcellencies 
— of Chriſtianity, p. 246. note, | 


7 See Reflections upon it near the end of my xivth Letter 


on Socinianiſm, 
ny 35» 
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« tarians and Calviniſts ; and the number of ſin- 
« cere, conſcientious perſons, attentive to the 
“cultivation of pious affections, hath borne a 
e ſmall proportion to thoſe who have been no- 
« minal Socinians or Calviniſts.*” It was no 
part of my plan to examine the good or bad 
conduct of individuals, whether they were Soci- 
nians or Calviniſts: it was the general body from 
which I propoſed to form an eſtimate. 
As to Dr. Toulmin's attempt to reduce the 
ftate of Socinians and Calviniſts to a level, it 
comes too late. His brethren have acknowleged 
that rational Chriſtians are often repreſented 
« as indifferent to practical religion: nor have 
they denied the charge; or alleged that they are 
no more ſo than is common with other denomi- 
nations of Chriſtians; but on the contrary, have 
tacitly admitted it, by endeavouring to account 
for it. Nay, why need I go back to the ac know 
legements of Mr. Belſham or Dr. Prieſtley? Dr. 
Toulmin himſelf has in effect acknowleged the 
ſame thing: he alſo goes about to account for the 
defect in devotion among Socinians compared 
with Calviniſts, in ſuch a way as ſhall not be 
diſparaging to the principles of the former with 
reſpect to their influence on the pious feelings. 
They,“ he ſays, „deeply engaged in the in- 
e veſtigation of truth, abſorbed in gaining juſt 
« ideas, may have been neceſſarily betrayed into 
RAE 8 of the culture of the heart and af- 
4 fections.” 
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« ſections.”* Theſe methods of accounting for 


things, whether juſt or not, are plain indications 
of the exiſlence of the fad accounted for: all at- 


tempts therefore to diſown or palliate It are nu- 


gatory and vain. 


But let us examine Dr. Toul min- 8 ek af 


accounting for the defect of devotion amongſt 
Socinians.— They are ſo abſorbed in the ac- 


quiſition of truth, it ſeems, as to neglect the 
culture of the heart, yea, neceſſarily to neglect 


it. This is ſomewhat ſtrange. Truth and righ- 


teouſneſs uſed to be reckoned friendly to each 


other ; but of late, it ſeems, the caſe is altered. 


Dr. Prieſtley and Mr. Belſham have taught us, 


that indifference to religion is friendly to the ac- 
quiſition of truth ; and Dr. Toulmin completes the 


ſcheme, by teaching us that be acquiſition of truth 
is friendly 40 indifference to religion; or, which is 
the ſame thing, that 77 leads to the negle# of cul- 
tivating holy affetions. Say, Reader, can that be 
truth, evangelical truth, which 1s thus acquired, 
and which thus operates? The knowlege of 
Chriſt's doctrine was formerly promoted by doing 
bis will : and being known, it invariably wrought 


in a way of righteouſneſs. 


I know indeed that perſons deeply engaged in 


polemics, whatever cauſe they eſpouſe, are in dan- 
ger of neglecting the culture of the heart: but 


whatever allowances require to be made on one 
ide of a controverſy ought equally to be made 
33 mn: 
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on the other. Unleſs Dr. Toulmin means to ac- 
knowlege that on account of the peculiar diffi- 


culty of defending their cauſe they have had 
greater labour, and more “ abſorbing” appli- 


cation than their opponents, he cannot therefore 


account for their defects from their polemical en- 
gagements. The © inveſtigation'ꝰ to which he 


refers muſt be private, like that of the noble 
Bereans : but ſerious inveſtigation of divine truth 


has not been uſed to produce the effect which 
Dr. Toulmin aſcribes to it, but the reverſe. The 


deeper the primitive Chriſtians drank into it, the 
more powerſully it operated; changing them into 
the ſame image from glory 10 glory, by the Spirit of 


God. Grace and peace were multiplied in them by 
the knowlege of God, and of Feſus their Lord. What 
ſtrange fatality is it that hangs about Socinianſ m? 


It ſeems doomed to die by its own hands! 


That Dr. Toulmin's ſentiments have produced 


_ glorious effects in turning ſinners to righteouſneſs, 


is manifeſt, if he may but take for granted, Or: 


be allowed to have proved, that thele were the 


ſentiments of the Apoſtles : but if this be not 


allowed him, and he be aſked for proof of any 
ſuch effects ariſing from Socinianiſm, or as he 


_ would call it, Modern Unitarianiſm, here he 


ſcarcely pretends to any thing of the kind. He 
endeavours however to account for the contrary, 
from © Circumſtances not included in the nature 


* of the doctrine, or its inefficiency.” ? * There 
Hare times,“ he obſerves, © in which men hear 


« not 
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c not Moſes and the Prophets.—The flock of 


C 


A 


« flock. He lamented the unſucceſsfulneſs of 


© his own preaching—and the preaching of the 


« Apoſtles was not always ſucceſsful.“ All this 


is true, and proves that the ſucceſs of any doc- 


trine depends upon ſomething elſe than merely 
its being adapted to the end. But can It be faid 
of the Apoſtles' doctrine, that there never Was a 


time in which it was remarkably bleſſed to the con- 
werſh on of ſinners ? Dr. Toulmin admits the con- 
trary: but to what period will he refer us when 
Socinianiſm was productive of ſuch effects? If 
the doctrine of our opponents be the ſame or 
ſubſtance as that of the Scriptures, is it not ſur- 
priſing that, ever ſince the times of the Apoſtles, 
40 circumſtances” ſhould have exiſted to coun- 
teract its efficacy; or if this were admiſſible, is it 
not ſtill more ſurpriſing, that thoſe very effects 
ſhould, ſince that time, have been transferred to 
a falſe doctrine, a mere corruption of Chriſtianity? „ 
But the unſucceſsfulneſs, it is pleaded, . 
C may in ſome degree be imputed to the conduct 


of thoſe who, inſtead of refuting their doctrine 
* by plain, ſcriptural, and ſound argument, give 


« repreſentations of it that are invidious, raiſe 


« prejudices againſt it, and prevent its having a 


e fair hearing.” A part of this charge is ex- 
hibited againſt me for repreſenting their “ con- 


T gregations as N dwindling away, their 


4 | * Page 8,9, and 39. 


Chriſt, while he was upon earth, was a little 
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te principles as having nothing in them, com 
« paratively ſpeaking, to alarm the conſcience, 
« or intereſt the heart, and their ſincerity, zeal, 
« and devotion, as on a footing with thoſe of 
* Saul the perſecutor.“ As to the 4a of theſe 


repreſentations, the whole of what I have ſug- 


geſted is to prove, that a ſpecies of devotion may 
exiſt which is anti-evangelical ; and therefore 
that the mere exiſtence of devotion, irreſpective 


of its nature and effects, is no evidence in favour 
of the principles from which it ariſes. And as 
to the whole of them, the only queſtion is, w he- 


ther they be true? If I have given falſe and in- 


viduous repreſentations, they are capable of be- 
ing proved ſuch; and if the arguments which I 
have uſed be not plain, ſound, and ſcriptural, 
they are the more eaſily overturned. It is rather 
ſingular, however, that thoſe facts which J al- 
leged to have exiſted at the time I ꝛvrole, ſhould 


be attributed in any degree to me. And why 


have not the ſame effects been produced upon 
| Calviniſtic congregations? Dr. Toulmin well 
| knows it has not been for want of the ſtrongeſt 
repreſentations, both from the pulpir and the 


preſs, of the immoral tendency of their principles, 
There is no ſyſtem of religion that has ſuffered a 


larger portion of obloquy in the preſent century, 


Preachers, Writers, and Reviewers, of almoſt 


every deſcription, have thought themſelves at 
: dert to inveigh againſt * the gloomy, licen- 


© tious, 


2 Page 40. 
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© tious, and blaſphemous doctrines of Calvin.” 
And yet we have experienced very little, if any, in- 
jury from theſe repreſentations. Common people 
do not pay much regard to what is alleged by 
writers; they judge of the tree by its fruits. It 
is thus, as we reckon, that the accuſations of our 
opponents have had but very little effect upon us: 
and if ours againſt them were not founded in 
truth, they would in like manner fall to the 
giound, 
Dr. Toulmin complains of my uſing the term ; 
Socinians, as being a term of reproach.* r 
my own part, I would much rather call them by 
another name, if they would but adopt a fair 
one. Let them take a name that does not aſ- 
ſume the queſtion in diſpute, and I would no 
longer uſe the term Socinians. But Dr. Toul- 


min ſeems to think that there is no neceſſity for 


this: « The name,” he ſays, © by which we 
* chooſe to be called, is, you are ſenſible, that 
cc of Unitarians. ** True; 1 am ſenſible. that 


this is the name by which they chooſe ae. 


called ; but it is rather ſurpriſing to me, that Dr. 
Toulmin ſhould be inſenſible, that in ſo doing, 
they chooſe alſo to beg the queſtion in diſpute. 
It ſeems, according to him, that we ought, at the 
very outſet of our controverſies, to acknowlege 
that we worſhip a plurality of Gods; that is, 
that our conduct is irrational and unſcriptural! 
He thinks, that for Trinitarians to profeſs alſo to 
5 — — e NN 
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be Unitarians, or to worſhip but one God, * is 
e ſtrange and contradictory ; that it is ſaying, 
„that they who admit a threefold diviſion, or 


« diſtinction, in the divine nature, hold the ſame _ 
« tenet with thoſe who contend for its ſimple 


« unity.“ I know not who they are that ad- 
mit of a diviſion in the divine nature: and thoſe 


who plead for a perſonal diſtinction in it, never- 
theleſs maintain its {imple unity; though they 


do not conſider that unity as perſonal; and cof- 
ſequently do not hold the fame h tenet with their 
opponents. 5 

What is it that Dr. Toulmin deſires, ** it 


be that we ſhould grant him the queſtion in diſ- 


pute? Where a gentleman can be ſo very con- 


deſcending as in this manner to ſolicit for a 
name, it grates with my feelings to give him a 


denial. He muſt be reminded, however, that he 
has no right to expect it at our hands, much leſs 


to charge us with flrange and contradictory aſ- 


ſertions 1 in caſe of our refuſal. 


The tone of poſitivity which our opponents 


aſſume when defending their notion of the divine 
unity, is rather extraordinary: and if we could 


but be perſuaded to admit of confidence in the 


place of evidence, their excluſive right to the 
name of Unitarians, would be fully eſtabliſhed, 
« This ſimple idea of God,” ſays Dr. Toulmin 
from Mr. Lindſey, „that he is one ſingle per- 
4 ſon literally pervades every pallage of the ſa- 
cred 
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« cred volumes.“ A common reader of the Bible 
would not have thought of finding any thing re- 
lating to this ſubject in every paſſage ; and in 


thoſe paſſages where the ſubject is introduced, 


who, except Mr. Lindſey, and Dr. Toulmin, 
would have aſſerted that the per ſonal unity of the 
Deity literally pervaded them all? It might! have 


anſwered a better purpoſe, if, inſtead of this ge- 
neral aſſertion, either of theſe gentlemen would 
have pointed us to one ſingle inflance in which the 


unity of God is literally declared to be per find“. 


Inſtead of this, we are aſked in the words of Mr. r. 


Lindſey, © How can we form any notion of the 
« Unity of the Supreme Being, but from that 
« Unity of which we ourſelves are conſcious 77?” 


It is not impoſſible or unconimon for us to form 


ideas of three being one, and one three in d 


ferent reſpecls ; but what if in this inſtance we 


have do diſtinct idea? We do not profeſs to un- 
derſtand the mode of the divine ſubliſtence. 


What notion can either we or our opponents 
form of the /piriinality of the Supreme Being; 


or of any being who 1s purely ſpiritual? I cal 


form no idea of any being who is not, like my- 


ſelf, corporeal ; but it does not follow from 


thence, either that God muſt needs be a material 
being, or that there are no immaterial beings in 
the univerſe. 


Dr. Toulmin at length comes to the title of 


: mi laſt letter he reſemblance of Socinianiſm lo 


E Deijm, | 
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Deiſm, and the tendency of the one to the other. 


He calls this © a ſoleciſm,“ and charges it with 
« inconſiſtency and abſurdity.” * It implies,” 


he ſays, © that to receive the divine miſſion of 


« Jeſus has a reſemblance to conſidering him as 


« 2 deceiver : that to take him as my maſter, 


te the reſurrection and the life, has a tendency to 
* the rejection of him: that to learn of him is 
« to deny him: that to profeſs to obey him, re- 
ee ſembles diſobedience : and that to hope for | 
« the mercy of God in him will lead me to caſt 
« off this hope.“ Surely Dr. Toulmin muſt. 
feel himſelf touched on a tender part, or he would 


not have fo far loſt the poſſeſſion of himſelf as to 


have ſuffered this paragraph to eſcape, his pen. 
Can he ſeriouſly think that it is on account of 


their receiving the divine miſſion of Jeſus, their 


acknowleging him as their maſter, the reſur- 
rection and the life, their learning of him, pro- 
feſſing to obey him, or hoping for the mercy of 
| God in him, that we reckon their ſyſtem to re- 
ſemble Deiſm, or to have a tendency towards it? 3 
No, he knows the contrary. 


But, © it is a ſingular circumſtance,” he adds, 


* that a reſemblance and affinity to Deiſm ſhould 

c he aſcribed to the creed of thoſe amongſt whom 
« have ariſen the moſt able critics on the Scrip- 
00 tures, and the moſt eminent advocates for di- 


vine Revelation. '' Moſt eminent, no doubt, 


they are, in the opinion of Dr. Toulmin; but 


let 
Page 45. I Page 45, 46. | 
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let the eminency of their abilities be what it may, 
if in criticiſing and defending the ſacred oracles 


they give up their inſpiration; plead that they 
are interpolated ; caſhier whole chapters, where 
they are found to claſh with a favourite hypothe- 


ſis; tax the writers with reaſoning inconcluſively; 
declare the whole an obſcure book, not adapted 


to ſettle diſputed theories, or to decide upon ſpe- 


culative, controverted queſtions, even in religion 
and morality ;—thoſe ſacred oracles will not ad- 


: mit them to be friends, but conſider them as ad- 
verſaries in diſguiſe. 


1 have not attempted, as Dr. Toulmin ſuggeſts, 2 


to prove the relation of Socinianiſm to Deiſm, 
barely from an agreement in /ome znflances ; but 


from inſtances in which Socinians, by uniting 
with the Deiſts, have given up ſome of the fun- 


damental principles by which Chriſtians have 
been uſed to maintain their ground againſt them. 
neither is the /ucce/s of our opponents in gaining 
numbers to their party, and its reſemblance in 
N this reſpect to infidelity, in iſſelf conſidered, al- 
leged as an argument againſt them: but rather 


its being amongſt the ſame deſcription of people, 
mere ſpeculatiſts in religion; and allowed to ariſe 


from a ſimilar cauſe, namely, a diſregard 10 religion 
in general. I have alſo attempted to prove, by ſe- 


veral arguments, the direct 7endency of Socinianiſm 
to Deiſm; but of theſe Dr. Toulmin has taken 


no notice. I have alſo appealed to facts; but 


neither! is any notice taken of them. If further 
. proof 


* 
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proof were needed, I might now appeal to more 
recent facts. e 

Ihe new German Reformers, if I am rightly 
informed, are making ſwift progreſs in this di- 


rection. Bahrd!, a little before his death, 18 ſaid 
to have publiſhed a propoſal, that the worſhip 


and inſtructions in churches ſhould be confined 
to natural religion in which all agree. Laſt year, 


my intormant adds, an anonymous writer car- 
Tied the idea farther; he is for banithing from 


churches, all the theory of natural religion, as 


there are difputes about a future flate, and the 


providence, perſections, and even exiſtence of 


of God, and that only the duties of ſelf-govern- 


ment, juſtice, and beneficence, ſhould be taught. 


Of thoſe who have lately joined the ſtandard of 
| infidelity 1 in our own country, is there not a large 


proportion of Socinians ? Have not ſeveral of 
them, who were candidates for the miniſtry, and 
even miniſters themſelves, given up their work, 


and avowed their rejection of Chriſtianity ? It- © 
is not in the power of the leading characters 
amongſt them to prevent theſe things. Socini- 
aniſm js flippery ground: few will be able to 
ſtand upon it. Some few may, and doubtleſs 


will; but the greater part, I am perſuaded, will 


either return to the principles which they have 
diſcarded, or go farther. Mrs. Barbauld might 


well repreſent their ſituation by that of people 
* walking over a precipice,” and deſcribe & that 


* claſs called /erious Chriſtians,” amongſt them, 


as 
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as © leaning to the ſafeſt fide.” A precipice 
indeed it is; or rather the declivity of a rock, 
bulging into the ſea, and covered with ice, a few 
wary individuals may frame to themſelves a kind 
of artificial footing, and ſo retain their Htuation, 
but the greater part muſt either climb the ſum 
mit, or fall into the deep. 

« The general tenor of your book, 5 ſays Dr. 
Toulmin, «and your mode of arguing remind 
«© me, Sir, of a piece publiſhed in the laſt cen- 
te tyry, entitled, © PurITanI8ME the Muther ; 
* and SINNE the Daughter: or a T realiſe wherein 
* 7s demonſlrated from twenty, ſeveral Do#rines and 
* Poſitions of Puritaniſme, that the Faith and Re 
7 ligion of the Puritans, doth forcibly induce its Pro- 
& feſſors to the perpetrating of SINNE, and doth 
© qoarrant the committing of the ſame.” «I could -- 
« wiſh the piece in your hands, and to ſee what 
* remarks you would offer on the candour of the 
imputation, or the concluſi veneſs of the argu- 
„ ment. The fame remarks I am inclined to 
« think would ſupply an anſwer to the general h 
* tenor of your own treatiſe.“ 
I have not ſeen the piece to which * Toul⸗ 
min refers; but 1 am inclined to think I ſhould 
not be greatly at a loſs to vindicate the Puritans 
from the charge; and that without being neceſ- | 
ſitated to travel back ſeventeen hundred years for 
examples, and to leg be queſtion in diſpute by 
taking it for ar or even. undertaking to 

prove, 
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prove, that the Apoſtles and primitive Chriſtians 


were Puritans. I have no doubt but the conduct 


of the accuſed would bear a compariſon with that 
of their accuſers. I could allege from Mr. Neale's 


Hiſtory of that perſecuted people (a work which 


Dr. Toulmin is now publiſhing) that, « While 
te others were at plays and interludes, at revels, 
« or walking in the fields, or at the diverſions 


« of bowling, fencing, &c. on the evening of 
ce the Sabbath, the Puritans, with their families, 


« were emploved in reading the Scriptures, ſing- 


te ing pſalms, catechiſing their children, repeat- 


cc 


ing ſermons, and prayer: nor was this only 
« the work of the Lord's Day, but they had their 
« hours of family devotion on the week days, 


« eſteeming it their duty to take care of the ſouls 
c as well as of the bodies of their ſervants. They 


te were circumſpect as to all the exceſſes of eat- 


ing and drinking, apparel and lawful diver- 
« tions; being frugal in houſe-keeping, induſ- 


« trious in their particular callings, honeſt and 


et 


© exact in their dealings, and ſolicitous to give 
« to every one his own.“ If Dr, Toulmin 


could fairly allege the ſame things in behalf of 
the body of modern Unitarians, he need not «call 
upon the Churches of Chriſt in Judea and Sa- 
« marla}” to bear witnels to the holy efficacy of 


his doctrine. 
And why does Dr. Toulmin complain of my 


mode of arguing?” He might have found ex- 


> amples 
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amples of it without going back to the days of 
Puritaniſm. It is the ſame mode which has been 
adopted by his brethren againſt the Calviniſts, 
They commenced the attack. I have only met 
them upon their own ground. A large pro- 
portion of my Letters, it is well known, are writ- 
ten on the defenſive : and if in the courſe of the 
controverſy I have occaſionally acted on the of- 
fenſive, I had a right to do ſo. Dr. Toulmin's 


| complaining of my « mode of arguing,” is as ie 755 


the Philiſtines had complained of the unfairneſs 
of the weapon by which Goliath loſt his head. 

I had obſerved that © it was very common for 
c thoſe who go over to infidelity to paſs through 
« Socinianiſm in their way. To this Dr. Toul- 
min anſwers, © A ſimilar remark, if I miſtake 
4 not, I have ſeen made on the ſide of Popery 
285 againſt the Reformation, that Proteſtantiſm was 
« the paſs to Infidclity.*” But what does this 
prove? The queſtion is, Is ſuch a charge ca- 
pable of being ſupported? A few ſolitary indi- 
_ viduals might doubtleſs be produced; but, in 
return, I could prove that à great nation has been 
led into Infidelity by Popery, and that the former 
is the natural offspring of the latter. If Dr. 
Toulmin could retort the charge againſt Socini- 
aniſm with equal ſucceſs, what he writes, might 
with propricty be called an an/wer. But his rea- 
ſoning amounts to no more than that of a perſon, 
who, being charged with a crime at the bar of 
| his 
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His country, ſhould argue that a ſimilar charge 
had been brought againſt other people, and that 


innocent characters had in ſome inſtances been 
wrongfully accuſed. 55 

As a kind of anſwer to my XIth Letter, Dr. 
Toulmin has reprinted in the form of an appen- 


dix a piece which he had publiſhed ſome years 
ago in the Theological Repoſitory; on The Nature 
and Grounds of Love to Chrijl. But I conceive 1 
might as well reprint my XIth Letter in reply to 


this, as he this in anſwer to mine. His piece in 


not written againſt the Trinitarian, but the Arian 
bypothefis; and is pointed chiefly againfl the 
pre- exiſtent glory of Chriſt being repreſented in 


Scripture as the ground of love to Him. But 


this poſition has little, if any, connexion with 
our ideas of the ſubject : for though we contend 


that Chriſt did exiſt prior to his coming into the 


world; yet we have no idea of making his bare 
exiſtence, but his glorious character and conduct 
a ground of love. It is not how long Chriſt has 
exiſted, but what he is, and what he has done, 
that endears him to us. If he be a mere creature, 
it is of very little account with us whether he be 
ſeventeen hundred or ſeventeen thouſand years 
old.“ It is true, the pre-exiſtence of Chriſt was 
neceſſary in order that his coming into the world 


ſhould be a voluntary act, as I have attempted to 


| in my XIVth Letter; and his — — 
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ſeſſed of a pre-exiſtent glory was neceſſary that 
his coming into the world might be an act of 
humiliation and condeſcenſion, as I have alſo in the 
ſame place attempted to prove it was: and this 
his voluntary humiliation, notwithſtanding what 
Dr. Toulmin has written, affords a ground of 
love to Him. No Chriſtian, whoſe mind is not 

warped by ſyſtem, can read ſuch paſſages as the 
following without feeling a glow of ſacred grati- 
tude.—/erily he took not on him the nature of Angels, 
but he took on him the ſeed of Abraham— For ye know 
the grace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, that though he 
was rich, yet for your ſakes he became poor, that ye 
through his poverty might be rich—who being in the 
form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God: but made himſelf of no reputation, and took 
upon him the form of a ſervant, and was made in 
the likeneſs of men. And being found in faſhion as 4 


man he bumbled himſelf and became obedient unio 


death, even the death of the croſs.* How foreign 
is this from Dr. Toulmin's aſſertion, « that the 
« circumſtance of Chriſt's degradation from . 
« glorious pre-exiſtent ſtate is never hinted at 
when his death is ſpoken of, though ſo proper 
« to caſt a glory around it, as illuſtenting his 
gf grace and philanthropy. f? 
If Dr. Toulmin wiſhed to anſwer my XIch 
Letter, why did he not prove, that the original 
dignity of Chriſt's character is never repreſented 
in Scripture as the ground of love to him; that 
F his 
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his mediation is exhibited in an equally im- 


portant point of light by the Socinian, as by the : 
Calviniſtic ſcheme; and that the former repre- 


ſents us as equally indebted to his undertaking 


as the latter? | 
The * extravagant compliment” to which I 


referred, and concerning which Dr. Toulmin 


complains of my not having done him juſtice, * 
_ reſpected not Mr. Robinſon, but his Biographer, 
whom Mr. Toulmin characterized as“ a learned 


« and ſenſible writer” and his performance on 
the nature of ſubſcription, as a work © full of learn- 


ing, of all judicious remarks, and liberal ſenti- 
ment.“ I may remark, however, from Dr. Toul- 
min's account of his regard for Mr. Robinſon, that 
he pays but little reſpect to the apoſtolic manner 
of regarding perſons, viz. -for the truths ſake, that 


drwelleth in them. Truth had no ſhare in Dr. 


_Toulmin's regard; but he love of liberty was ſub- 
ſtituted in its place, as a companion for piety. 
„My regard for Mr. Robinſon,” (he ſays) « did 
not ebb and flow with his opinions,” (a name by 
which our opponents chooſe to call religious 

principles): © but was governed by the perma- 


© nent qualities of the man, the friend of li- 


« berty and piety, and who had facrificed much 
for conſcience. '” 


Dr. Toulmin's performance concludes with a 
quotation from Dr. Lardner. There are ſeveral 
{ſentiments in it which I cordially approve. 1 


| cannot, 
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cannot, however, acquieſce in the whole. We 
« ſhould be cautious (he ſays) of judging others 
% od alone knows the hearts of men, and 
8 all their circumſtances, and 1s therefore. the 
only judge what errors are criminal, and how 
ce far men fall ſhort of improving the advantages 
« afforded them, or act up to the light that has 
been given them.“ We ſhould, I grant, « be 
« cautious of judging others ;” and I may add, 
ſhould never attempt it, but from their words or 
aims. But if it be preſumptuous in this way 
to judge others, then is the tree not to be known. 
by its fruits. In this caſe, though it might be 
lawful for Peter to declare to Simon that by his 
thinking that the gift of God might be purchaſed with 
money, he perceived that his heart was not right in 
the ſight of God ; and for Paul to addreſs Elymas, 
on account of his oppolition to the Goſpel, as 
"7 © child of the devil, an enemy of all righteouſneſs, ſee- 
ing they were inſpired of God: yet it was ut- 
terly wrong for the Biſhop of Llandaff to apply 
this language to Mr. Paine; and his apology for 


the Bible, which is generally allowed to be writ⸗ 


ten in a very gentle ſtyle, muſt nevertheleſs be 
cenſured as preſumptuous. Upon this ſuppo- 
ſition, Dr. Toulmin has written preſumptuouſly, 
in affirming, that “the number of ſincere con- 
« ſcientious perſons, attentive to the cultivation 
of pious affections, hath borne a ſmall propor- 
e tion to thoſe who have been nominal Sqcinians 
. F 2 and 
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« and Calviniſts. “ It is preſumptuous alſo in 


him to complain of the want of candour and 


jullice in his opponent.F Yea, upon this ſuppo- 


ſition, it was preſumption in the Analytical Re- 
viewer to call what J had written “a preſump- 
© tuous ſentence, pronounced upon the hearts of 


ce thoſe who adopt Socinian principles.” If it 


be preſumption to judge the hearts of men by 
their words and actions, what right had he ro 
judge of mine? A preſumptuous Fentonce is a 
ſentence which proceeds from a preſumptuous 
ſpirit. His cenſure therefore includes the very 
fault, if it be a fault, againſt which it is pointed. 
It reſembles the conduct of a man who ſhould 
| ſwear that he diſapproves of oaths; or who 


ſhould fa fely accuſe his neighbour of being a 


iar. 


If it be preſumptuous to judge of the hearts 


of men by their words and actions, it muſt be 
pre ſumptuous to judge of the good or evil of any 


action. For no action conſidered ſeparately from 


Its motive is either good or evil. It is no other- 


wiſe good or evil than as it is the expreſſion of 


the heart. To judge an action therefore to be 


either this or that, is to judge the heart to 
be ſo. 


I may be told that Dr. Lardner is not ſpeak- 


ing of immorality, but of errors in judgment. True; 
but his reaſoning would apply to actions as well 
as crrors. The former may be as innocent as the 


latter. | 
* Page 36. 3 Page 39. 
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latter. The killing of a man, for inſtance, may 


ha ve ariſen from mere accident. It is the mo- 
tive which governed the action that determines 
its guilt or innocence; © but God alone knows 


« the hearts of men, and all their circumſtances, - 


«and is therefore the only judge what a#tons 


« are criminal.” In this manner we might cen- 


ſure the proceedings of a jury which ſhould fit in 
judgment upon a perſon to determine whether 
the act by which he has taken away the life of a 
fellow - creature aroſe from accident or defign, 


Who can ſay, with infallible preciſion, con- 


cerning any action, how far the author of it 
* has fallen ſhort of improving the advantages 
« afforded him ; or how far he has failed of act 


« ing up to the light that has been given him! 2 


If this reaſoning, therefore, prove any thing, it 
will prove that men are utterly incompetent for 


any kind of judgment } in things which relate to 


good and evil. 


A man may err in his notions of morality, as 


well as concerning evangelical truth: he may 
think, with ſome modern unbelievers, that the 
confining of a man to one woman is unnatural; 


that fornication is allowable ; and that even adul- 


tery is but a ſmall crime; and, where it is unde- 


tected, no crime at all. Now, if God alone is 


to judge of theſe errors, God alone muſt alſo 


judge of the actions reſulting from them: for 


there can be no more of moral evil in the one 


than in the other. If the former may be inno- 
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cent, ſo may the latter: and all being to us 
uncertainty, owing to our ignorance of the mo- 
tive or ſtate of mind from whence ſuch notions 


were formed, together with the advantages which 


the party may have poſſeſſed, we muſt, in all ſuch 
caſes, entirely ceaſe from paſſing cenſure. 
If it be alleged that there are ſuch light and 


evidence in favour of chaſtity, that no man can 


err on that ſubject, unleſs his error ariſe from 


ſome evil bias; I anſwer, this is what, in other 
caſes, is called judging men's hearts; and why 
may I not as well ſay, there are ſuch light and 
evidence in favour of the Goſpel, that no man 
can reject it but from an evil bias? This appears 
to me to be the truth; and the ground on which 
unbelief is threatened with damnation, and a dental 
S the Lord who bought Us, followed with ſwift 
deſtruction. 


Far be it from me to indulge a cenſorious ſpi- 
rit, or to take pleaſure in thinking ill of any man, 
Nay, far be it from me to paſs any kind of judg- 


ment on any man, further than I am called to do 
ſo; and when this is the caſe, I defire it may al- 
ways be in meekneſs and fear, knowing not only 


that I alſo am judged of others, but that all of us, 


and all our deciſions muſt be tried another 475 
at a higher tribunal. 


It may be aſked, What call have we to paſs 


any kind of judgment upon thoſe who diſown the 


deity and atonement of Chriſt ?- I anſwer, we are 
called elther to admit them as Fellow Chriſtians 
into 
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into communion with us, or to refuſe to do fo. 
We are neceſſitated therefore to paſs ſome | judg- 
ment, and this is all that we do paſs. We do 
not pretend to ſay concerning any individual, 
that Te are certain that he is not in a Nate of ſal- | 
dalion: but we tay we cannot perceive ſufficient - 
ground 70 Warrant our acknowleging him as a Felloy 
Oh iftian. 

We muſt either admit every pretender to crit. 
tianity into communion with us, and ſo acknow- 
lege him as a Fellow Chriſtian; or we ſhall be 
accuſed of judging the hearts of men. The rule 
by which we admit to fellowſhip is a credible pro- 
feſſion of Chr iianity. There are two things which 
render a profeſſion credible: Firſt, that the thing 
profeſſed be Chriſtianity : Secondly, that the 
profeſſion be accompanied with a practice cor- 
reſpondent with it. If a man ſay he loves God 
and lives in malevolence againſt his brother, all 
will admit that he ought to be rejected: and _ 
though ſuch rejection may include a kind of 
judgment upon his heart, none will object to our 
proceedings on this account. But if this be 
judging the heart, we ſuppoſe we have a right, ; 
and are obliged, to judge it from words as well 
as from actions. If the profeſſion which a per- 
ſon makes of Chriſtianity do not include what in 
our judgment is eſſential to it, we cannot con- 
ſiſtently admit him to communion with us, nor 
acknowlege him as a Fellow Chriſtian. Our judg- 
ment muſt be the rule of our conduct. If we err, 


ſo 


— 


| 


_ 
Ve 7 


— 
r _—_—_— 


? 
| 
| 


OE OECD 
es 


— x ͤ— nʒ —— oe A — i gt Oe Wee 2 — - — 


——ũ—6 — —  — — — — —— 


40 On Criminal Error, [Sxc. II. 


ſo it is: but we ought not to act in oppoſition to 
our convictions. To acknowlege a perſon as a 


Fellow Chriſtian, while we conſider him as de- 


fective in the eſſentials of Chriſtianity, would be 


to act hypocritically, and tend to deceive the ſouls 

of men. Ne 
Some perſons. have. ſpoken and written as 

though we invaded the right of private judgement 


by refuſing to commune with thoſe who avow 
Socinian principles. But if a community have 
not a right to refuſe, and even to exclude an in- 
dividual whoſe ſentiments they conſider as ſub- 
verſive of the Goſpel, neither has an individual 


any right to ſeparate himſelf from a community 
whoſe ſentiments he conſiders in a ſimilar light. 


Provided they would forbear with him, he ought 
to do the fame with them. This principle con- 
demns not only the Reformation from Popery, 
but all other reformations in which individuals 
have withdrawn from a corrupt community, and 
formed one of a purer nature. Under a plea for 
liberty, it would chain down the whole Chriſtian 
world in flavery; obliging every community to 
hold fellowſhip with perſons between whom and 


them there is an entire want of Chriſtian concord, 


It aims to eſtabliſh the liberty of the individual 


at the expence of that of ſociety. Our opponents 
however will be ſilent in this caſe. They, with 


proper conſiſtency, perſuade their people to come 


out trom Trinitarian communities.“ Were I to 
imbibe 


® See Mr, Kentiſh, p. 44+ note, 


SEC. II.] and judging the Heart. 41 


imbibe their ſentiments, I ſhould follow their 


\ counſel; and ſeparate myſelf from thoſe whom 


T accounted idolaters : or if the community thould 
be before-hand with me, and ſeparate me frum 
them, as one whom ey accounted a Jjubverter of 


the Goſpel, however painful ſuch a ſeparation 


might prove to my feelings, | ſhould have no 


juſt reaſon to complain. 


In our view, our opponents have renounced the 


principal ideas included in thoſe primitive forms 


of confeſſion, eſis 75 the Chriſt —Feſus Chriſt is the 


ſon of God; and as charity itſelf does not require | 
us to acknowlege and treat that as Chriſtianity 
which in our judgment is not ſo, we think it our 
duty, in love, and with a view to their conviction, 
both by our words and actions to declare our de- 
cided diſapprobation of their principles. We 
| lay no claim to infallibility, any more than our 


opponents. We act according to our judgment ; 


and leave them to act according to theirs ; look- 


ing forward to that period when we ſhall all ap- 


Pear before the judgment: ſeat of Chriſt, 
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42 Remarks on Dr. Toulmin's Review 


APPENDIX: 


Containing a few Remarks on Dr. Toulmin's Review 


of the Acts of the Apoſtles. 


Firsr : Let it be obſerved that Dr. T oulmin, 
by appealing to the Hiſtory of the Acts of the 


Apoſtles, would ſeem to be an adherent th Scrip- 
ture, and to diſregard every thing elſe in com- 


pariſon with it. But if the ſyſtem which he 
eſpouſes be ſo friendly to the Scriptures, how is 
it that they are treated with ſo little reſpect by 
almoſt all the writers who embrace it? And why 


did not Dr. Toulmin anſwer my Letter on « Ve- 


« neration for the Scriptures,” No. XII. in which 1925 
this charge is ſubſtantiated ? „ 

Secondly: Dr. Toulmin proceeds on the fup- 
poſition that the hiſtory of the Acts of the Apoſtles 
is in itſelf, independent of the other parts of the 
ſacred writings, a complete account of the ſub- 
ſtance, at leaſt, of what the Apoſtles preached, 


and that it aſcertains thoſe principles the publi- 


cation of which preceded the converſions in the Os 
primitive age. But why ſhould he ſuppoſe this? 


The book profeſſes to be a Hiſtory of the As of 
the 


OY 
* = 


+ 


of the Aces of the Apoſiles. 43 


the Apoſtles. As to the, Principles which operated 
in producing the great effects of thoſe times, they 
are occaſionally touched; but that not being the 
profeſſed object of the ſacred writer, it is but oc- 


cafionally. He' does not always relate even the 
| ſubſtance of what the Apoſtles preached. For 


inſtance, he tells us that Paul preached at Troas 
until midnight ;* but makes no mention of any 


thing that he taught. He informs us of that 


Apoſtle's converſion to Chriſtianity, and makes 


no mention, it is true, of thoſe principles which 


I have ſuppoſed neceſſary to repentance and faith, 
as having had any influence in producing that 
effect; ſuch as a conviction of the evil nature of 

ſin, our own depravity, &c. and this ſilence of _ 
the ſacred writer Dr. Toulmin improves into an 

argument againſt me.F But if we hence infer 


that theſe principles had no influence in con- 


verſion, in that of Saul for example, we muſt 
_ contradict the Apoſtle's own particular account 
of this matter which he has ſtated in the viith 


chapter to the Romans ; where he intimates, that 


: by a view of the ſpirituality of the divine law he 


was convinced of his own depravity, and of the 
excceding ſinfulneſs of ſin, and died, as to all 


hopes of *CLEPINNCE with God by the deeds of 


the law. 


When any thing is ſaid in the Adds of the 
Apoſtles concerning principles, the account is 
very general. They ceaſed not 1o teach and preach 

G 2 Irzus 
* Ch, xx, 812, Letter III. 
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Irsus Cusisr. In Samaria Philip preached CHRIST. 


Unto the Eunuch he preached Jxsus, and declared 
that (hit was the Son or Gon. The diſcourſes 
of the Apoſtles are frequently called HE WORD or 
THE LoRD, and THE woRD or Gop.* x 

To ſuppoſe that the principles which are par- 
ticularly ſpecified in the Hiſtory of the Acts were 


the only ones which were influential in the con- 

verſions of thoſe times, would be to exclude, not 
only thoſe doctrines which are commonly called 
Cal viniſtic, but various others which are allowed 

on all hands to be the firſt principles of religion; 
ſuch as the being of a God, the excellency and 
purity of his moral government, the divine origin 
of the Old Teſtament, &c. The Apoſtles, in 


preaching to the Jews, did not aſſert theſe prin- 
ciples, but they ſppaſed them. It were unrea- 
ſonable to expect they ſhould have done other- 


wiſe, ſeeing theſe were principles which their 


hearers profeſſedly admitted: yet it does not fol- 


low that they had no influence in their converſion. 
On the contrary we are aſſured, that He tho com 
eib 10 God muſt believe that he is; and that by the 


law 1s the knowlege of fin. Nor is it leſs evident, 


that to embrace the Meſſiah includes an appro- 


bation of thoſe Scriptures which foretold his 
character and coming. 


Thirdly : Though the writer of the Acts of the 


Apoſtles does not profeſs to give us even the ſub- 
| 3 . ſtance 


* Ch. v. 42. vii. 5, 35» 37. ix. 20. Xiii. Fo XIV, 25. 
xvii. 3. 


of the 4455 of the Apoſites. „ 


ſtance of the miniſtry of the Apoſtles, yet he ſays 
ſuſhcient to convince an unprejudiced Reader that 
their doctrine was very different from that of 
Socinus or of modern Unitarians. It is true they 
ſpake of Chriſt as a man, a man approved of God 


by miracles, fins, and wonders, which Cod did by 


him, and taught that God raiſed him from the dead; 


and if we had denied either of theſe truths, it 


would have been in point for Dr. Toulmin to 
have laboured all through his ſecond and third 


Letters to eſtabliſh them. But they taught the 
proper deiiy as well as the humanity of Chriſt; 
and atonement by his death; as well as the fact 
of his reſurrection. They exhibited him as be 
Lord on whoſe name ſinners were to call for ſal- 
vation ;* and declared that by the ſhedding of his 
blood his Church was purchaſed, and believing 


ſinners juſtified from all things from which they could 


: not be juſlified by the law of Moſes. 


Peter in his firſt ſermon addrefled the Jews 


upon principles of the truth of which they in 


their conſciences were convinced. Ye men of Ie 


rael, ſaid he, hear theſe words : Jeſus of Nazareth, 


a man approved of God by miracles, ſigns, and wonders 5 
which God did by him in the midſt of you, AS YE 
YOURSELVES ALSO KNOW, ye—by wicked hands have 


_ crucified and ſlain. T Upon theſe principles he 
grounded others, of which they were not convinced; 


namely, 


b. . 21. comp. ch. ix. 14. xxii. 16. Rom. x. 12. and 
1 Cor. 1. 2 + Ch. xX. 28. Kiii, 39. 1 Ch. ii, 22. 
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namely, his reſurrection from the dead,* his ex- 


altation at the right-hand of God, f his being 


made both Lord and Chrift,f and of remiſſion of 


ſins through his name.|| In his next ſermon he 


aſſerted him to be Ihe Son of God,$ the Holy One, 


and the Fuſt, the Prince, or author of life, whom 


they had k:lled, preferring a murderer before 


him. If Jeſus was the author of life in the ſame 


ſenſe in which Barabbas was the deſtroyer of it, 


then was the antitheſis proper, and the charge 


adapted to excite the greateſt alarm. It was no- 


thing leſs than declaring to them that in cruci- 
fying Jeſus of Nazareth they had crucified the Lord 


of Glory; or that the perſon whom they had ſlain 
was no other than the Creator of the world in 


human nature! In the firſt inſtance the Apoſtle 
appealed to what the Jews themſelves knew of 
Chriſt; in the laſt to what be knew concerning 
him, who, with his fellow Apoſtles, had beheld. 
his glory, the glory a as of the only-begotten of the 


Father. 
Did Peter ſpeak as ane a * modern Uni- 


tarian,**” when he ſaid to his countrymen, Nei- 
ther is there ſalvalion in any other : for there is none 
other name under heaven given amongſt men, whereby 


we muſt be ſaved? Such language, I fear, is ſel- 


dom, if ever, uſed in their pulpits. It is ſuch, 
however, as I have never met with in their writ- 


ings. On the contrary, one of their principal 
Writers 


V. 24—32. f V. 33. f V. 36. V. 38. & Ch, iii. 13. 
1 Ch. iii. 14, 1%. 1285 Dr. $ * p. 14. | : 
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Feſus receive my ſpiril 


of the Ads of the Apoſtles. 47 
writers endeavours to explain it away, or to prove 
that it is not meant of © ſalvation to eternal life, 


4 but of deliverance from bodily diſeaſes.“ 


Dr. Toulmin finds Stephen before the council, 
but makes no mention of his death, in which he 
is deſcribed as praying to Chriſt, ſaying, Lord 
Lord, lay not this ſin to 
their charge. Having made a few remarks upon 
the eighth chapter, he obſerves, TN next meet 


ce with this Apoſtle (Peter) receiving an extraor- 


&« dinary commiſſion to preach unto Cornelius and 


e his houſe. f“ But why does he ſkip over the 
ninth chapter, which gives an account of the 


converſion of Saul? Was it becauſe we there find 


the primitive Chriſtians deſcribed as calling upon 


the name of the Lord Feſus? (ver. 14. 21 .) And 
why does he make mention of © the fine ſpeech 


« of the Apoſtle Paul to the Elders of the church 
« at Epheſus,” and yet overlook that ſolemn 
charge, Feed the Church of God which he hath pur- 
chaſed with his own blood ? Þ Is it becauſe he thinks, 
with Dr. Prieſt ley, © that we ought to be exceed- 
„ ingly cautious, how we admit ſuch an expreſ- 
« ſion? H That ſeems to be the reaſon. But 
then we ought to be as cautious how we admit 


the book which contains it. 
In preaching to the Jews, the Apoſtles inſiſted 


that Jeſus was the Chriſt, the promiſed Meſſiah, 


{be Son of God ; reſting the proof of theſe aſſer- 
tions 


* Dr. Prieſtley's Familiar Letters, No. XIV. 1 "Pune 17. 
3 Chap. xx. 28. + Famil. Illuſt. page 36. 
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tions upon the fact that Cod had raiſed him from the 
dead; and Dr. Toulmin reckons this to be“ what 


« in modern ſtyle is called Unitarianiſm.*” But 


this is proceeding too faſt. Before ſuch a con- 
dluſion can be fairly drawn, it muſt be proved 


that theſe propoſitions have the ſame meaning in 


the Socinian creed, as in that of the Apoſtles. 


Let us examine whether that be the caſe. When 


they aſſerted, that Ze/us was the Chriſt, the mean- 
ing of the terms muſt be ſuppoſed to have been 
ſufficiently underſtood. When Paul preached at 
Athens, though he ultimately brought Chriſt into 


his diſcourſe, yet he did not uſe this kind of lan- 


guage. It would have been improper to have 


done ſo. The Athenians would not have under- 


ſtood what he meant by FJeſus being the Chriſt : 


but the Jews did; and the ideas which they 


_ would attach to this name, muſt be collected from 
the means of information which they poſſeſſed. 
If, as Socinians affirm, the Chriſt preached by the 
Apoſtles, was only an inſtructor of mankind ; if 
he ſuffered martyrdom only in confirmation of his 

doctrine ; and if his being called the Son of God 
denoted him to be nothing more than human; it 
muſt be ſuppoſed, that theſe were the ideas which 
the Prophets had given of the Meſſiah, which our 
Lord himſelf had profeſſed, and which the Jews 


had underſtood him to profeſs. And if all this 
be true, it muſt be granted that the Apoſtles 


uſed theſe terms in the ſenſe of our opponents, y 
and 8 


* Page 28. 
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of the Ads of the Apoſtles. ag 
and Dr. Toulmin's concluſion, that t heir 


« preaching was the ſame for ſubſtance as that of 
« modern Unitarians,” is juſt. Bur if the 


Meſſiah, prefigured by Jewiſh ſacrifices, -and 


predicted by the prophets, was to take away the 
tins of the world by being made an atoning ſacri- 


fice; if Chriſt, in profeſſing to be the Son of God, 
profeſſed to be equal with God; and if his coun- 


trymen generally ſo underſtood him, and there- 


fore accuſed him of blaſphemy, and put him 


to death, then it is not true that the Apoſtles 
could uſe theſe terms in the ſenſe of our op- 
ponents, and Dr. Toulmin's concluſion is to- 
n unfounded. | 

The Reader may now judge of the propriety of 


the following language uſed by Dr. Toulmin. 
If you ſuppoſe, Sir, that theſe ſentiments were 


e inculcated and blended with the great truth, 
« the Meſſiahſhip of Jeſus, it is /xppry/ition only, 
« which is not ſupported by the teſtimony of the 


© hiſtorian, nor by the practice of the Apoſtolic 
« preachers on any other occaſion. Tou may. 


« build on ſuppoſitions ; but 1 muſt be allow ed 


to adhere to what 1s written.“ 


Now I appeal to the intelligent Reader whe- : 


ther Dr. Toulmin has any thing more than ſup- 


Poſition as the ground of his concluſion, that the — 
Apoſtles in teaching that Feſus was the Chriſt, the 
Son of God, © taught nothing more than what, in 


„ modern ſtyle, is called the Unitarian doctrine.” “! 


H The 
Page 24. | 
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The only ground for ſuch a concluſion, 1s, the 


ſuppoſition that the Meſſiah predicted by the Jewiſh 


Prophets, was not to become an atoning ſacrifice, 


but a mere inſtructor of mankind ; that he was 
to be merely a man; that his being called the 


Son of God denoted him to be nothing more than 


human; that this was the ſubſtance of what he 


himſelf profeſſed, and of what the Jews under- 


ſtood him to profeſs. All this is mere ſuppoſition, 
for which not the ſhadow of a proof is offered; 


and yet without it, Dr. Toulmin's concluſion 


muſt fall to the ground. 


Contrary to all this ſuppoſition, I take love to 


obferve; 1. That the Meſſiah prefigured by the 
Jewiſh ſacrifices, and predicted by the Prophets, 
was to become a ſacrifice of atonement or pro- 


pitiation for the ſins of the world. His ſoul was 


to be made an offering for ſin. | The Lord was to lay 


on him the iniquity of us all. Hie was the Lamb of 


Cod, who was to take away the fin of the world.“ | 


But if the Old Teſtament repreſentations were 


in favour of the Meſſiah's being an atoning ſacri- 
fice, the Apoſtles, in declaring Jeſus to be the 
M.ieſſiah, virtually declared him to be an atoning 
facrifice.—2. That the Meſſiah predicted by the 
Prophets was to be God manifeſt in the fleſh, or 
God in our nature. Unto the Son it was ſaid 


Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever. The Child 
born was to be called the mighty God. He who 
was to feed bis flock like a Hepbera, to gather ibe 
lambs 

* Iſaiah iti. 6, 10. John i. 29. 
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lambs with his arm, and carry them in bis boſom, was 
no other than the Lord God, who would come with 
ſtrong hand, and whoſe arm ſhould rule for him. The 
goings forth of him who was to be born in Beth- 
lehem were of old, from everlaſting.*—Bur if the 
prophetic repreſentations of the Meſſiah were in 
favour of his being God in our nature, the Apoſtles 
in declaring Jeſus to be the Meſſiah virtually de- 
clared him to be God in our nature.—g. That 


our Lord, in ſaying J am the Son of God, was un- 


derſtood by the Jews as claiming an equalily with 


| God; that he was on this account accuſed of blaſ- 
phemy, and finally put to death; and all this 


without having ſaid any thing that ſhould contra- 


dict the idea which they entertained. Jeſus ſaid, 
My Father worketh hitherto, and 1 work, 7 bere- 
fore the Jews ſought the more 10 kill him, becauſe he 
not only had broken the ſabbath but ſaid alſo that God 


was his Father, making himſelf equal with God. 


The Jews ſaid, We have a law, and by our law he 
ought Io die, becauſe he made himſelf the Son of God. 1 
But for the Apoſtles under theſe circumſtances, : 
and without explaining away the ſuppoſed blaſ- 
phemy, to aſſert that Jeſus was the Son of God, 


was the ſame thing as aſſerting him to be equal 
with God: and their calling on his murderers to 


Repent and be baptized in his name for the remiſſion 
ef ſins, was calling them to retract their charge 


of blaſphemy, to embrace him in that very cha- 
H 2 232 


Palm xlv. 6. comp. Heb. i. 8. Ifa, ! ix. 6. xl. 10, 11, 
Mic. Vi. 26 -T John Ve 17, 18, xix. 7o 
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racer for claiming which they had put him to 


death, and to place all their hopes of forgiveneſs 
in his Nax by which alone they could be ſaved.* 
From theſe premiſes, and not from mere /up- 


P?/ition, T conclude that the Deity and atonement 


of Chriſt were comprehended in the great doc- 
trines of his Sonſhip and Meſfiahſhip. 
If Dr. Toulmin's remarks on the Acts of the 


Apoſtles are foreign to the argument, much more 


ſo are thoſe which reſpect the conceſſions of an- 


cient Fathers, and modern Churches and Church- 
men. To theſe I ſhall make no reply. And 
though I have fo far followed him as in theſe few 
pages to reply to ſome of his obſervations; yet 1 
deſire it may be noticed that I ſhall not hold my- 
ſelf obliged 1 to purſue this ſubject any further. If 
Dr. Toulmin chooſe to reſume the contro- 
verſy, let him keep to the ſubject, viz. The moral 
tendency of our reſpective ſyſtems. Any thing be- 
fide this will be entitled to no reply. 


* Acts ii. 38. iv. 12. 
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MR. KENTISH's 
SERMON, 
ON THE. 4 


MORAL TENDENCY 


OF THE GENUINE 


CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, 


&c. Se. 


Mz. Kentiſh entitles his diſcourſe, The moral 
| Tendency of the genuine Chriſtian Doctrine. This 
title is either 7rrelative to the profeſſed object of 


his undertaking, or it is a begging the queſtion. 


If he only mean to affirm that the genuine 
Chriſtian doctrine, be it what it may, is produc- 


tive of moral effects in thoſe who embrace it, 


this is what none but a profeſſed infidel would 
deny. It is a principle which every denomina- 


tion of Chriſtians admits. It is the datum on 


which I have proceeded in endeavouring to aſ- 


certain what the genuine Chriſtian doctrine 1s. 


If therefore Mr. Kentiſh intends only to prove 


what his title announces, his performance muſt 
: : | oy be 
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| ; 5 x . 1 ; $ 5 EO 
be totally irrelative to its profeſſed object, and 
contains no anſwer to the piece againſt which 


it is written. But it is poſſible, that, by the ge- 
uuine Chriſtian doctrine, Mr. Kentiſh means what 
« he ſincerely believes to be ſuch,” or what he 
calls the Unitarian doctrine. But this is begging 
the queſtion at the outfet. Our opponents muſt 


ſurely be reduced to very neceſſitous circumſtances, 
or they would not condeſcend to ſuch humble 
methods of eſtabliſhing their principles. 


Mr. Kentiſh, ſpeaking of my letters on Soci- 
nianiſm, obſerves, that © it was by no means 


« his intention or his wiſh to canvas every ob- 
e ſervation which is there advanced.” To can- 
vas every obſervation might be unneceſſary ; but 
an anſwer to any work ought to enter upon a full 
and thorough diſcuſſion of the principal ſubjects 
included in it. 
quire this, requires no anſwer at all. 
think therefore, that either Dr. Toulmin or Mr. 
Kentiſh are juſtiſiable in evading the body of 
the arguments contained in the publication which 
they attempt to anſwer. The number of vete- 


A performance that does not re- 
I cannot 


rans in literary war which are to be found on the 


| tide of our opponents, renders it difficult to ac- 

count for their refuſing to hazard a decifive en- 
gagement, without imputing it to a conviction 

that they ſtand upon d:/advantageous ground. Dr. 
Toulmin has proved his diſlike to it by a bare- 
' faced attempt to ſhift it. 
done ſo: his performance hag leſs ev ſion, and 


Mr. Kentiſh has not 


leſs 
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leſs aſſuming of the queſtion j in debate, and con- 

0 ſequently is more reſpectable than that of his 

0. colleague. He keeps upon the proper ground; 

'X but, as though he thought it enchanted, he-hur- 
ries over it, touching upon only a few of the 
topics of diſcuſſion, and taking but very little 
notice of the arguments of his opponent as he 
paſſes along. It is a retreat inſtead of a re- 
gular engagement ; a running fight rather than 
a pitched battle. In favour of ſuch a mode of 

conducting the controverſy, i it is poſſible he might 

A : chooſe to print in the form of a ſermon. 

But Mr. Kentiſh has reaſons for not being more : 
particular in his anſwer: « Of Mr. Fuller's re- 
„ marks, many,” ſays he, © are perſonal, and 

« many refer ſolely to a vindication of the reli- 

« gious principles that he has ſeen proper to 

« embrace.“ If many of my remarks be Per- 1 

J ſonal, Mr. Kentiſh had a right to point them out ; 

2 and ought to have done ſo rather than content 

| himſelf with a general accuſation unſubſtantiated 

by a ſingle proof. That I have vindicated thoſe 

religious principles which I have thought proper 
to embrace, is true: the miſrepreſentation and 
contempt with which they have been treated by 
the Reviewers and other Socinian writers, ren= 
dered a vindication of them neceſſary; and if 

our opponents have now retreated within the li- 

mits of their own territory, and are contented to 
act in future merely on their defenſive, it may be 
preſumed 
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preſumed without arrogance, that it has not been 
altogether without effect. 


Mr. Kentiſh ſeems not only contented to act 


on the defenſive, with reſpect to the moral ten- 


dency of his principles, but alſo with reſpect to 
the actual moral effefs produced by them. He 
thinks, © in point of fact, it can ſcarcely be 
« proved, that in love to God they are /urpaſſed 


„ by their fellow-chriſtians ; though God for- 


« bid, he adds, © that we ſhould raſhly arro- 
« cate to ourſelves ſuperiority of virtue 1*” Raſh, 
arrogant, and ſhocking how ever as this pretence 
appears to Mr. Kentiſh, it is no more than has 


been made by his brethren. All that Dr. Prieſt- 


ley has written upon the gloomy and immoral 


tendency of Calviniſm implies a pretence to a 


ſuperiority of virtue. What elſe is meant by his 
charging our views with being © unfavourable to 
« the love of both God and man; and an axe at 
« the root of all virtue?” He accuſes us of 
« living i in the dread of all free enquiry : where 
« as they are in the way of growing wiſer and 
better as long as they live.” He alſo goes 
about to weigh the virtue of Unitarians and Tri- 


nitarians; and though he allows the former to 


have moſt of an apparent conformity to the 
world, yet, © upon the whole, he ſuppoſes them 


e to approach neareſt to the proper temper of 


« Chriſtianity.” Mr. Belſham alſo does not 
ſcruple to aſſert that © they—who are ſincerely 
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pious and diffuſively benevolent with theſe 
& principles, could not have failed to have been 
«© much beiter, and much happier, had they 
« adapted a milder, a more rational, a more 


x 


oy 


« truly evangelical creed.” Theſe are paſſages : 


which I have quoted, and anſwered in my letters 


on Hocinianiſin; and what elſe can be made of them 
but 2 pretence lo ſuperiority of virtue? J do not 


accuſe theſe writers of raſhneſs or arrogance in 


making ſuch pretences, unleſs it be on account 
of their aſſerting what they are unable to main- 
' tain. It would be conſiſtent with Chriſtian hu- 
mility to prove that true believers are men of 


ſuperior virtue to unbelievers; and if any deno- 
mination of profeſſing Chriſtians have an advan- 


tage over others in this reſpect, they have a right, ; 
eſpecially when accuſed by them of immorality, 


fairly and modeſtly to ſtate it. But who can for- 


bear to pity the ſituation of men, who, after all 
theſe challenges, on the firſt cloſe enquiry that is 
made into the juſtice of their claims, are reduced 


to the dire neceſlity of giving them up, of ſtand- 


ing merely upon the defenſive, and of exclaiming 


againſt the ra/bneſs of errogating to themjelues a Ju- 


 periority virtue! 


It will be time enough for Mr. Kentiſh to 


admit a claim to infallibility,” when ſuch a 
claim is made; or to © a knowlege of the mo- 


« tives or deſigns of men,“ any farther than 


as they are made manifeſt by their words and | 


actions, when his opponent makes any pretence 
. —5 to 


conditional. 
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to it. In this way I ſuppoſe he himſelf will not 
ſcruple to judge the heart, ſince he propoſes in 
the ſame page to © illuſtrate the /pr7t in which 
«* my examination is written.*” I affure Mr. 
Kentiſh it was neither in an “ unguarded”” nor a 


* guarded' moment, that I preſumed to charge 
Unitarians with having a heart ſecretly diſaffected 


to the true character and government of God, 
and diſſatisfied with the Goſpel-way of ſalvation. 


Rather, was it not in an unguarded moment that 
he, as well as ſeveral of his brethren in the Re- 
viewing department, accuſed me of ſo doing? If 


any of theſe writers thought proper to quote my 
words, why did they not quote the whole ſen- 


tence as it ſtands? By their method of quotation 


one might prove from the Scriptures that here 7s 
u Cod. 

The propoſition as it ſtands in my Letters is 
It is true, the thing affirmed is, that 


« the avenues which lead to Socinianiſm are not 


« an openneſs to conviction, or a free and im- 
« partial inquiry after truth ; but a heart ſecretly 
e difaffected to the true character and govern- 


ment of God, and diflatisfied with the Goſpel 
« way of ſalvation :” but the condition on which 


the truth of this propoſition is ſuſpended, is, that 


Socinianiſm is a ſyſtem the character of which is, 
that © irreligious men are the firſt, and ſerious 
« Chriſtians the laſt to embrace it.” Now do 
our opponents mean to admit without heſitation _ 
or 
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or explanation that this 7s the character of So- 
cinianiſm? I know indeed they have conceded 
thus much; but I was ready to ſuppoſe that upon 
it's being repreſented to them in it's own colours, 
they would have recalled, or at leaſt have endea- 
voured to put a more favourable conſtruction upon 
their conceſſions. But it ſhould ſeem by their ap- 
plying the latter branch of the propoſition to 
themſelves, they admit the former as properly 
characteriſtic of their ſyſtem: and if they admit 
the one, I ſee no cauſe to recede from the other. 
I have contended that it is not preſumption to 
judge of men's motives by Iheir words and actions; 
and that it is what our opponents, as well as all 
other men, do in innumerable inſtances. In this 
inſtance, however, I have not judged the motives of 
any individual. The thing affirmed barely reſpects 
the general courſe of things. The avenues which 
lead to any place are the ordinary paſſages through 
which perſons enter, but it does not follow that 
they are the only ones. Were I to aſlert that the 
avenues which lead to offenſive war are not, as 
it's abettors would perſuade us to think, a deſire 
to maintain the honour of their country, but a 
19 heart ſecretly diſaffected to the true intereſts of 
| 1 mankind, and diſſatisfied with the morality of the 
Goſpel ; ſuch an aſſertion, I fear, would contain 
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9 but too much truth: it would not denote, how- 
4 ever, that there never was an individual who en- 


gaged in ſuch wars but from ſuch motives. Per- 
{ons may be drawn into them unawares, and con- 
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trary to their inclinaton; and being once en- 
gaged, may find it difficult to recede. Thus 
with reſpect to our religious ſentiments ; edu- 
cation, connexions, and various other things, may 


have great influence in determining them. How 


far ſuch things may conſiſt with ſincere love to 


Chriſt I have not undertaken to decide. But as 
in the one caſe a perſon would generally find his 
heart averſe from actual engagements, and lean- 
ing toward a peace, fo I apprehend it will be in 
the other: like the /cr:05 Chrijiians mentioned by 


Mrs. Barbauld, though they may rank with So- 
Cinians, yet their hearts will lean towards the doc- 
trine that exalts the Saviour, and exhibits him as 
the atoning ſacrifice. 


Before Mr. Kentiſh enters on the defence of 
his principles on the ground of their moral ten- 
dency, he offers fix Previous remarks. Theſe 


are as follow: 


I. * An obvious effect of the impreſſions to 
which mankind are expoſed from ſurrounding 
c objects, is, that no principles can ſo fully in- 
« fluence the conduct as might be expected in 
« theory.“ True, but the ſame remark equally 
requires to be made in favour of Calviniſm, as 
of Socinianiſm, There is nothing in it therefore 


appropriate, or which goes to account for that 


want of practical religion which is acknowleged 


peculiarly to attend the Profeſſors of che latter. 
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2. „ While ſome men are confeſſedly mich 
« better than their principles it will not, it can- 


« not be diſputed that to the moſt valuable prin- 
« cjples others fail of doing juſtice.“ That 


ſome men's hearts are better than their ſyſtems is 


true; and for this reaſon, notwithſtanding all that 
is ſaid by my opponents to the contrary, I have 


not preſumed to decide upon the ſtate of indi- 


viduals. 
Ax 1 is alſo allowed, that © to the moſt lde 
* principles others fail of doing juſtice.” This 


is the ſame thing for ſubſtance as that which I 


have acknowleged in my introductory obſerva- 
tions ; and I have therefore never reaſoned either 
from the bad or good conduct of individuals, but 


from that of the general body. It is true I have 


mentioned the characters of ſome eminent perſons 
amongſt the Calviniſts ; but it was merely to con- 


front an aſſertion of Mr. Belſham, that “ thoſe 


who were ſingularly pious and diffuſively be- 


* nevolent 207th Calviniſtic principles, could not 
« have failed to have been much better, and much 


« happier, if they had imbibed a different creed. 


The piety and benevolence of Hale, Franck, 
Brainerd, Edwards, Whitefield, Thornton, and 


Howard, were introduced as a proof that ſuch 
degrees of virtue have been found amongſt Cal- 
viniſts as have never been exceeded by men of 


| What are called rational principles, or indeed of 
any principles whatever, 


3. It 
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3. © Tt Jeferves to be conſidered farther, whe= 


r ther doctrines which have moſt efficacy upon 
« the diſpoſitions, the conduct, and the feelings 
« of Chriſtians, be not ſuch as they profeſs in 


« common. **? I have no objection to this or 
any other ſubje& being conſidered, though I am 


_ perſuaded the reſult of an impartial conſideration 


in this caſe would be different from that which is 


Tuggeſted by Mr. Kentiſh : but granting his ſup- 
poſition to be true, the difficulty on his fide is 
juſt where it was. If the principles which Cal- 


viniſts and Socinians hold in common be the 


grand ſources of virtue, why do they not influ- | 
ence both alike? Why is it that © rational Chriſ- 


« tjans are ſpoken of as indifferent to practical 


is « religion * and that thoſe who acknowlege this 


charge, as Dr. Prieſtley and Mr. Belſham have 


done, are not able to vindicate them from it? If 
Calviniſts and Socinians hold principles in com- 
mon which are of a holy tendency, and yet the 
latter are the moſt indifferent to practical religion, 

there muſt be ſomething unfavourable to virtue, 


one ſhould think, in their peculiar ſentiments. 


4. From a natural partiality moreover to 
opinions which themſelves embrace, men will 


« ſuppole thoſe opinions to have a tendency pe- 
* culiarly favourable to virtue and happineſs. 


There is danger therefore leſt the concluſion to 


# which I have adverted be drawn rather by the 


* feelings than by the underſtanding, rather by 


« prejudice 
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ec prejudice than by calm and unbiaſſed reaſon,*” £ 


To this I anſwer, if the concluſions which I have 
drawn be unreaſonable, they are capable of being 


8 proved ſo. 


5. * In their ideas too of moral excellence, 


different ſects of Chriſtians may not exactly 


agree. Many of them ſeverely cenſure cer- 
ce tain inſtances of conformity to the world, 
* which others of them may think not merely 
« lawful, but deſerving of praiſe.” True. Some 
for example may live in the diſuſe of prayer; 
and may plead in excuſe that this practice does 


K 


not accord with their ideas of devotion. They 


may alſo frequent the gaming table, and the aſ- 
ſembly room, and occaſionally, if not conſtantly, 
reſort to the theatre, and may contend that each 


is an innocent if not a praiſe-worthy amuſement. 
But if people are not to be criminated beyond the 
line marked out by their oun opinions of mo- 

rality, our “moderation muſt extend farther 


than Mr. Kentiſh himſelf might be willing to al- 


: low. There are people in the world who think fa- 
vourably of polygamy, and others who would plead | 


for fornication, yea, for adultery itſelf, provided 
it were kept a ſecret; yet it is to be hoped he 


would not think the better of ſuch practices on 


this account. On the contrary, he muſt think 
himſelf warranted to conclude, in ordinary caſes 
at leaſt, that the opinions of ſuch perſons were 
formed under the influence of an immoral bias, 
and 
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and therefore that they themſelves partake of the 
nature of immorality. 
6. © The very nature of the argument pro- 


« poſed, renders it extremely difficult to deduce 
e from it a ſatisfactory inference. If to judge 


« reſpecting the conduct of men, even in ſingle 


« caſes, demand much care and knowlege, far 


« more requiſite are theſe qualifications when 
« ſentence is to be paſſed upon their general cha- 


ce racter. Who indeed is ſo intimately acquainted 


ec with the various denominations of Chriſtians, 


« as to form a deciſion upon this point that ſhall 
c not be liable to the imputation of partiality, 
or of raſhneſs?*” That care and knowlege are 
neceſſary in ſuch a compariſon I ſhall not diſ- 
pute; and if I have betrayed my want of either, 


I preſume it is capable of being expoſed : but that 


the thing itſelf is impracticable I cannot admit. 
It is not impoſſible to diſcover who in general are 
ſerious, conſcientious, and pious men, and who 
they are that indulge in diſſipation and folly. 
The obſervation of Mr. Kentiſh, if it prove any 
thing, proves that the moral tendency of a doc- 
trine is no proper criterion of it's truth. Yet he 
| acknowledges that © In religion the maxim,” ye 
© ſhall know them by their fruits,” © is a maxim 
rc unqueſtionably of high authority, evident rea- 
« ſon, and familiar application. f How can theſe 
things conſiſt together? If it be of © familiar ap- 
« plication,” it cannot be © extremely difficult, 


nor 


* Page 8, 9. + Page 5. 


Mr. Kent iſb's Sermon, Sc. - 65 


nor require any extraordinary degree of under- 


ſtanding to apply it. Let there be what difficulty 
there may however in this caſe, my work, fo far 


as related to facts, was done ready to my hand. 


Dr. Prieſtley, Mr. Belſham, and Mrs. Barbauld, 


were my authorities for the want of regard to 


practical religion amongſt rational Chriſtians : 
writers whom Mr. Kentiſh will not accuſe of the 
want of either © care or knowlege;” and to whom 
he will not in this cauſe i impute either 0 partiality ; 
« or raſhnelſs.” 7 ; ES 

It has been fugnetted by forme who are friendly 


to the cauſe of Socinianiſm, though not profeſſed 1 


Socinians, that I have made an unfair uſe of a 
few conceſſions ; and that a ſimilar uſe might be 


made of the conceſſions of many of the Puritans, 


who in their day lamented the imperfections and 
degeneracy of their own people. If Dr. Prieſtley 


and his brethren had barely acknowleged that 
there were great defects amongſt their people when 
compared with the primitive Chriſtians, or with | 
what they ought to be, this I confeſs had been 
no more than what Puritan writers have done, i 


and the writers of every other denomination of 
Chriſtians might have done; and ſuch acknow- | 
legements ought not to have been improved 


againſt them. But who beſide themſelves have 


ever profeſſed to hold a ſet of principles, to the 


_ diſcernment of which an indifference to religion 
in general was favourable; a ſyſtem which thoſe 


who were moſt indifferent to the praclice of re- 
| K 3 ligion 
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ligion were the firſt, and ſerious Chriſtians the 
laſt to embrace? Who beſide themſel ves have 
been reduced by facts which they could not t deny, 
to ſuch dire neceſſity? 

From the foregoing introductory obſervations 
Mr. Kentiſh proceeds to the body of his diſcourſe, 
which he divides into four heads of enquiry. 

« ]. What is the tendency of the Unitarian doc- 
a trine with reſpect to the cultivation and exer- 
« ciſe of the divine, the ſocial, and the perſonal 
* virtues? II. What aſliſtance, ſupport, and 
« conſolation it affords in the ſeaſon of temp- 
« tation, affliction, and death? III. What is it's 
« efficacy in the converſion of profligates and un- 
« believers? And IV. Finally, How far it is 
adapted to promote a veneration for the Scrip- 
« tures, and to fortify our faith in Chriſtianity ?” 

I. ON THE DIVINE, THE SOCIAL, AND THE PER=- 
SONAL VIRTUES. 

Under the firſt of theſe particulars Mr. ken- 

tiſ very properly conſiders © love to God; and 
ſo far as he attempts an anſwer to what 1 have 
written, 1 ſuppoſe this is to be conſidered as an 
anſwer to my VIIth Letter. The ſubſtance of 
what he advances upon this ſubject 1s as follows. 
ee We believe according to the ſublime language 


of the favourite Apoſtle that God is love; we 
contider all his moral excellencies, as juſtice, 
„ truth, and holineſs, as modifications of this 
« principle. Happineſs we regard as the grand 
ob) ect of his works and — and con- 

c ceive 
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« ceive of his glory as reſulting from the dit- 
« fuſion of this happineſs.” ? 
«© Theſe being our ideas of the Deity, love 


to him cannot fail to be ſhed abroad in our 


« hearts. Did we think of him indeed as one 
« alto; gether like unto ourſelves, did we imagine 
« that he is vindictive, inexorable, arbitrary, and 
« partial; and did we ſuppoſe his glory to be 
« ſomething diſtinct from the exerciſe of his 


ce goodneſs, we might experience difficulty ay 


« obedience to this firſt and greateſt of the com- 
« mandments. But in the contemplation of in- 
« finite power employed to execute deſigns which 
« proceed from infinite benevolence, and are 
planned by conſummate wiſdom, filial affection 


towards God is naturally enkindled and Pro 


« ſerved alive in our breaſts.*” 
On this ſtatement I would obſerve in the firft 
place, that it paſſes over one very important topic 


of diſcuſhon between us, namely, the doctrine of 


the atonement. Why is it that Mr. Kentiſh has 


paſſed over this doctrine? He knows that So- 
cinian writers have charged it with implying the 
natural implacability of God; a charge againſt 


which I have attempted to defend it. Have 1 
not a right to conclude from Mr. Kentiſh's ſilence 
on this head, that he feels the ground to be un- 


tenable? 


Mr. Kentiſh has not only aal the aten 
I one of the moſt important ſubjects, but thole 
K2-: topics 


> Pace 11, 424... 


68 A Reply to 

topics which have fallen under his notice are 
ſtated with great unfairneſs. His account of my 
ſentiments reſpecting the vindictive character of 
God is marked by the groſſeſt miſrepreſentation. 
I had carefully explained the term vindictive when 
applicd to the divine conduct in the puniſhment 
of ſin, by obſerving, that «It is very common 
« for people, when they ſpeak of vindictive pu- 
_« niſhment, to mean that kind of puniſhment 


« which is inflicted from a wrathful diſpoſition, 
« or a diſpoſition to puniſh for the pleaſure of 


« puniſhipg. Now if this be the meaning of our 
P 33 | | 


* opponents, we have no diſpute with them. 


« We do not ſuppoſe the Almighty to puniſh fin- 
e ners for the fake of putting them to pain. Vin- 
« dictive puniſhment, as it is here defended, ſtands 


* oppoſed to that puniſhment which is merely 


ce correctibe. The one is exerciſed for the good 


« of the party; the other not ſo, but for the good 
« of the community. (Letter VII.) Now though 


Mr. Kentiſh muſt have obſer ved this ſtatement, 
yet he has ſuffered himſelf to write as follows :— 


« Did we imagine that God is i TROY FIR 


« orable, arbitrary, and partial; or did we ſup- 
* poſe his glory to be ſomething diſtin from 
« the exerciſe of his goodneſs, we might expe- 
. rience difficulty! in obedience to this firſt and 
« greateſt of the commandments.“ As a proof, 
it ſnould ſeem, that theſe were my ſentiments, Mr. 
Feng refers to page 119, of the ſecond edition 


of 
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of my Letters, where 1 have acknowleged that 


there is a mixture of he vindictive in the Cal- 


viniſtic ſyſtem. But have I not alſo in the ſame 
page ſo explained my meaning as to reject thoſe 
offenſive ideas which Mr. Kentiſh has introduced 
in connexion with it? Why did he hold up my 
acknowlegement concerning. the vindictive cha- 

racter of God, without at the ſame time holding . 


up that ſenſe of it in which I profeſſed to defend 
it? Or if he might think himſelf excuſed from 


this, why did he connect ſuch terms with it as 
muſt exhibit it in a different and contrary ſenſe, 


even that very ſenſe in which I had oppoſed it? 
{ cannot but conſider this as diſingenuous; and 


as greatly reſembling the conduct of certain Deiſts, 


who in their attacks upon Chriſtianity, chooſe 


firſt to dreſs it up in the habits of Popery. 
As to the glory of God conſiſting in the exer- 
ciſe of his goodneſs, if it be meant of the mani 


- feſtation of the divine glory, and goodneſs be put 
for moral excellence, it is the ſame thing as that 
which I have acknowleged, viz. that © the 


glory of God conſiſis in doing that which ſhall 


e be beſt upon the whole:” but by goodneſs 
Mr. Kentiſh means merely beneficence, undiſ- 


tinguiſhing beneficence, or the purſuit of ultimate 


happineſs in behalf of every intelligent being in 


the creation, obedient or rebellious, penitent or 


impenitent, men or devils. In this ſenſe I allow 


that the glory of God may be at variance with 
the happineſs of creatures, and J contend that 


where 
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where it is ſo, the latter and not the former ought. 


to be given up. been gs 

Mr. Kentiſh pleads from © the declarat! on of 
« the favourite Apoſtle, God 7s love,” and ſup- 
poles that © all his moral excellencies, as juſtice, 
« truth, and holineſs, are but modifications of 
« this principle.” To all this I have no objec- 


tion, provided the object aimed at be the general 


good of the moral ſyſtem. But Mr. Kentiſh ſup- 


poſes if God be love, that in all he does he mult. 
have the good of every individual in his dominions 


in view. On this principle he muſt have de- 


ſtroyed Sodom and Gomorrha, Cain, and Ba- 
laam, and Saul, and Judas, and all thoſe who 


in every age have lived framing out their own ſhame, 


and to whom, according to che ſcriptures, 7s re- 
ferved the blackneſs of darkneſs for ever, together 


with Satan and all his rebellious legions, not 


only as examples to the intelligent creation, but 


for their own. good ! Surely this is not a neceſſary 


inference from the apoſtolic declaration. There 
are other caſes as well as this in which juſtice 
may be a modification of love; but in no caſe 


does it require that an incorrigible offender ſhould 
not be puniſhed bur for his own advantage. The 
execution of a murderer may be an exerciſe of 


pure benevolence to the community, though of 
juit diſpleaſure to the criminal. The removal 


of a reſtleſs, ambitious, intriguing, and bloody- 


minded prince or princeſs from the earth, may 


be a mercy to mankind, and as ſuch may be con- 
| ſidered 
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ſidered as an act worthy of the God 1 love ; but 


it may not follow that this 1s accompliſhed in 
love to the ſyſtematic murderer of the human racc. 


If all the Weſt India Iflands were to be over- 


whelmed in ſome dire deſtruction, 1 am not fure 
that it would not be a mercy to the human ſpe- 


cies; it would terminate the miſeries of thou- 
ſands, and prevent the annual 8 of thou- 


ſands more; and yet ſuch an event might pro- 


ceed not from love, but from juſt diſpleaſure to 
guilty individuals. It does not follow therefore 
from any principles with w hich we arc acquaint- 
ed, that becaule God 7s love, he muſt have the 


happineſs of his incorrigible enemies in view in 
all the diſpleaſure which he pours upon them. 


In order, it tld. Gem, to 1 this rea- 
ſoning, Mr. Kentiſh objects to our © thinking 
« and ſpeaking reſpecting the meaſures of the | 
« divine adminiſtration, as though they were 
oy preciſely ſimilar to the meaſures which are pur- 
« ſued by earthly ruters.*” It is Curious to ob- 


ſerve in what manner our opponents ſhift their 
poſitions, and veer about as occaſion requires. 


Dr. Fricitley accuſed the Calviniſtic ſyſtem of 


repreſenting God i in ſuch a light, * that no earthly 5 


t parent could imitate him without ſuſtaining a 


« character ſhocking to mankind.” To this I. 


anſwered, by proving, that it is the practice of 
every good government to make examples of in- 
corrigible offenders; and that bene volence itſelf 

requires 
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requires it: yea, that there have been caſes in 


which even a parent has been obliged, in benevo- 


lence to his family, and from a concern for the 
general good, to give up a ſtubborn and rebel- 
lious ſon to be ſtoned to death by the elders of 
his city, and that not for his own good, but that 
all Iſrael might hear and fear. To this Mr. Kentiſh 
replies, that God's government 1s not to be mea- 


ſured by human governments. Firſt, then we 
are accuſed of exhibiting the divine character in 


ſuch a light, that it cannot be imitated ; and when 
we prove that it can and ought, in thoſe reſpects, 


to be imitated, then we are charged with think- 
ing and ſpeaking of God «© as one altogether like 


_*& ourſelves.” 


But pailing this, the point at iſſue is, which 
of the above repreſentations of the divine cha- 
racter tends moſt to excite our love to him. Mr. 
i Kentiſh conceives, that as love to God ariſes from 
a contemplation of his goodneſs, his ſcheme muſt, 
in this inſtance, have the advantage. That de- 
praved creatures, who care not for the honour of 
the divine government, but whoſe ſupreme re- 
gard is directed towards themſelves, ſhould love 
that Being beſt, who, whatever be their character 


and conduct, is moſt devoted to their happineſs, 


is readily admitted. But this is not the love of 

God. That goodneſs is the immediate object of 
love, I alfo admit; but goodneſs in the divine 
Being is the ſame thing as moral excellence, and 


this renders him an object of love only to ſuch 


created | 
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created beings as in ſome degree beat his | image. 
The goodneſs for which Mr. Kentiſh pleads, is 


mere undiſtinguiſhing beneficence, of which we 


can form no idea without feeling at the ſame 
time a diminution of re/pe. If a ſupreme ma- 


giſtrate ſhould poſſeſs ſuch an attachment to his 
ſubjects, as that, whatever were their crimes, he 


could in no caſe be induced to give any one of 
them up to condign puniſhment, or to any other 


puniſhment than what ſhould be adapted to pro- 


mote his good, he would preſently become an 
object of general contempt. Or if a father ſhould 


poſſeſs ſuch a fondneſs for his children, that let 
any one of them be guilty of what he might, ſup- 

pole it were murder, a hundred times repcated, 
yer he could never conſent that any puniſkment 
ſhould be inflited upon him, excepting ſuch as 
might be productive of his good, ſuch a father 
would be deteſted by the community. and e 5 


by his own family. 


But perhaps I may be told that the divine go- 


vernment is not to be meaſured by human govern- 
ments, no not by thoſe which are parental. Be 


it ſo; indeed I am v illing to grant Mr. Kentiſh 
that it is not. If he can prove from Scrip/ure that 


the divine government is poſſeſſed of this pecu- 
liarity, that in every inſtance of juſtice the good 


of the party, as well as the good of the commu- 


nity, is the object purſued, I will readily admit 


it, and will never mention it's inconſiſtency with 
our ideas of government any wore. But while 
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no manner of appeal is made to the Scriptures; 
while the numerous paſſages which J have alleged 
in favour of the doctrine of vindictive puniſhment 
remain unnoticed ; while nothing of any account, 
except the nature and fitneſs of things, is alleged, 
{ have a right to ſhew that from the nature and fit- 


neſs of things no concluſion like that of Mr. Ken- 


tiſn can be drawn, but the very reverſe. Love 


to a government, even a parental one, muſt be 
accompanied with re/pe. A being whoſe kind- 
neſs degenerates into fondneſs, however his con- 
duct may pleaſe our ſelfiſh humours, can never 


be the object of our efleem. On this principle, 


when Jchovah proclaimed his name, or character, 


to Moſes, he not only declared himſelf to be be 


Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long- 


ſuffering, and abundant in goodneſs and in truth, łec p- 
ing mercy for thouſands, forgiving miquily, and tranſ- 


_ greſſion, and ſin ; but added, AND THAT WILL BY 
NO MEANS CLEAR THE GUILTY, 
« Love to God,” Mr. Kentiſh obſerves, ce jg no 


« enthuſiaſtic rapture, no offspring of a licentious 


imagination. It conſiſts in the higheſt eſteem 


« for the divine Character, and the livelieſt gra- 
« titude for the divine mercies.“ Very true: 


It is the character of God that is the prime object 


of genuine love; and I may add what I have ob- 
ſerved before, that * the true character of God as 
© revealed in the Scriptures muſt be taken into the 


* account in determining whether our love to God 


be 
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© be genuine or not. We may clothe the divine 
Being with ſuch attributes, and ſuch only, as will 
« ſuit our depraved taſte; and then it will be no 
« difficult thing to fall down and worthip him: but 
this is not the love of God; but of an idol of our 
ou creating.” It appears to me that the God in 
whom Mr. Kentiſh profeſſes to believe is not the 
true God, or the God revealed in the Bible; and 
that the love he pleads for is no other than ſelf- 
love, or an attachment to a Being whoſe glory 
conſiſts in his being invariably attached to us. 

The character of God is principally manifeſted 
to us through thoſe two grand mediums, the law 
and the goſpel: but neither of them convey any 
ſuch idea of him as that which Mr. Kentiſh en- 
deavours to exhibit. By the precepts and penal- 


ties of the former Jehovah declared his love to 


men as creatures, by guarding them againſt every 
approach to evil; bfit he alſo by the ſame means 
ſolemnly declared his love of righteouſneſs, and 


his determination to maintain a ri ghteous govern- 


ment in the univerſe. By the Propitialion ex- 


hibited in the latter the ſame important ideas are 


repeated, and others of ſtil} greater importance 


to us revealed. Here Jehovah declares his com- 


paſſion to men as guilty and miſerable ; but it is 
without any relaxation of the rigid uprightneſs of 
his moral government, or the leaſt implication 
that his rebellious creatures had been hardly dealt 


with, that he pours forth a rich exuberance of 
mercy upon the unworthy. He IS Ault the 7 


L 2 God, 
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Cod, and the Saviour ; Fuſl, and the Fuſlificr of bin 
that belreveth in Feſus. While falvation is pro- 
miſled to every believing ſinner, damnation is 
threatened to every one that believeth not. 


There is a rectitude that runs through all the 


diſpenſations of God, which determines his true 
character, and by conſcquence the nature of 
genuine love to him, ſecing the one muſt neceſ- 
ſarily correſpond with the other. The Scrip- 
ture character of God is ſuch, that wicked men 
are naturally averſe to it. The carnal mind is eu- 
mily againſt God. Our Lord told the Jews not- 


withſtanding all their boaſted attachment to God, 
that they bad no! the love of God in them. Hence 


we are taught the ncceſſity of the Hear being cir- 
cumciſed to love the Lord our God.* But the cha- 
racer of God as drawn by Mr. Kentith is ſuch 
that the moſt depraved being muſt approve it, and 

that without any change in the unholy bias of his 
heart. Sinners can love thoſe that Iove them. A 
| Being, the perfections of whoſe nature require 
him to promote the good of creation in general, 


v ill be loved by thoſe, and thoſe only, who value 
the general good, and who no otherwiſe deſire 


the happineſs of any creature, not even their own, 


than as it is included in the well-being of his 
moral empire. But a Being, the properties of 


whoſe nature prevent him in any inſtance from 
making a final example of any of his rebellious 


creatures, or puniſhing them in any way except 


that 


* Rom. viii. 7. John v. 42. Deut. xxx. 6. 
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that in which their good ſhall be his ultimate end, 
may be beloved by thoſe who have no regard for 
the general good, nor for any part of intelligent 
exiſtence but themſelves, or ſuch as become ſub- 
ſcrvient to themſelves. And what other than this 
is Mr. Kentiſh's repreſentation of love to God ? 
Conſidering God as all goodneſs, and goodneſs as 
conſiſting in a determination to do good ulti- 
mately to every creature, let kis character and 
conduct be what it may, he ſuppoſes it to be 
natural to men to love him. © The love of God,” 
he ſays, „cannot fail to be fled abroad in our 
« hearts” it is © naturally erkindled and kept 
* alive in our breaſts.*” Genuine love to Gd 
requires to be Med abroad in the heart By THE Hory | 


Srikrr, but there needs no Holy Spirit in this 


caſe; it is alrogether na/ura! to man; Mr. Ken- 
tiſh therefore acted very properly i in leaving that 
part of the paſſage our of his quotation. | 

The ſcheme of our opponents not only miſ- 


repreſents the nature of love to God, but is miſe- 


rably deficient with reſpect to molives whereby it 


may be excited. God / loved the world that he 


gave his only begotten Son, that whoſoever believeth 


in him ſhould not periſh but have everlaſting life. — 
| Herein is love; not that wve loved God, but 3 he 
loved us, and ſent bis Son io be a propiliation for 
our ſins.— Oed commentdeth his love towards us in that 5 
- while we were yet ſinners Chriſt died for us. —He 
that ſpared not his oxen Son, but delivered him up for 


us 
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us all, Thanks be unto God for his unſpeakable 
gift. * Such is the language of inſpiration : but 
this affecting epitome of goſpel-truth is deſpoiled 
of all it's glory by the expoſitions of our oppo- 


nents. Every thing rich, «intereſting, and en- 


dearing, which 1t contains, evaporates in their 
hands, as by a kind of chymical proceſs, and 


nothing is left behind that can acquit the ſacred 
writers of dealing in great ſwelling words of 


vanity. 8 

Mr. Kentiſh's remark upon this ſubject, to- 
gether with a quotation from Dr. Kippis in ſup- 
port of 1t, are feeble and nugatory : they prove 
nothing but the poverty of the cauſe, « By the 
“ goodneſs of the Almighty exhibited in the 
« works of nature, in the diſpenſations of Pro- 
46 vidence, and in our temporal comfort, we are 


as much impreſſed, I preſume, (ſays Mr. Ken- 


60 tiſn) as any claſs of Chriſtians. And if we 
« neither think nor ſpeak like ſome of them, 
te concerning the divine love manifeſted in the 


e gift of Jeſus Chriſt, it muſt not hence be 1 in- 


«* ferred that we are leſs attentive to it's magni- 
te tude and extent. It is our perſuaſion on the 


. * contrary, that from the views we cheriſh of this 
* jmportant ſubject we can ſay with peculiar 
« juſtice, we love him becauſe he firſt loved us. “ 


To the “ perſuaſion” of Mr. Kentith is added 


the opinion of Dr. Kippis, that when «© Writers ex- 


« preſs 


John ni. 16. 1 Jeb 4 iv. 13. Rom, v. 8. — viii. 32 
2 Cor. ix. 15. + r 12.13. 
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ec oreſs themſelves as if the Chriſtian revelation 
© would be of little value, unleſs their particular 
« ſyſtems are adopted, it is a kind of language 
« which is extremely injudicious, and Which a 
« ought to be avoided and diſcouraged—and that 
« no man can think meanly of the evangelical 


« diſpenſation, or detract from it's excellence and 
ec dignity W ho believes that God 1s the author of 


« it, that it was communicated by Jeſus Chriſt, 


« and that he conveys to us knowlege, pardon, 
« holineſs, and eternal life.“ Our opponents, 


-then, in all their numerous charges of 7dolatry, 
corrupting Chriflianity, QC. exhibited againſt vs, 
with to be underſtood, it ſeems, aftcr all, as in- 


cluding nothing under theſe offenſive terms which 


implies © a mean opinion of the evangelical dif- 
P 


cc penſation, or which detracts from it's excellence 
* and dignity!” I wiſh it were in my power ho- 


neſtly to return the compliment. In this caſe, 


however, I ſhould think conſiſtency would re- 


quire me to retract my former charges. But were 


Calviniſts and Socinians to coaleſce upon Dr. 


Kippis's principles, I ſhould fear it would deſerve 


the name of a confederacy againſt the Holy Scrip- 


tures. The Apoſtle Paul muſt neceſſarily fall under 


their united cenſure : for if it be“ extremely in- 
« judicious to reprefent the Chriſtian Revelation 
* ag of little value, unleſs a particular ſyſtem be 


adopted,“ he muſt have been verily guilty in 
fuggeſting that the Galatian teachers, who only 
erred 


Page 12, 13, note. 
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erred on the doctrine of juſtification, had intro- 
duced another gyſpel, and aimed at perverting the 
goſpel of Chrifl, But if the ſcheme of Mr. Ken- 
tiſn be. defective in one point of view, he ſeems 
to think it has the advantage in another. 
The Unity of God, he obferves, flands con- 
nected with the command to love him, and la- 
bours from hence to prove the ſuperior efficacy 
of his ſentiments in promoting this temper of mind, 
inaſmuch as they who imbibe them are not ſub- 
Jeet to be diſtracted and bewildred in their wor- 
ſhip as thoſe are who worſhip a plurality of 
deities.“ But w ith this reaſoning I, who do not 
vVorſhip a plurality of deities, have no concern. 
Under the article of /ove !0 God, Mr. Kentiſh 
proceeds to diſcourſe on love io Chriſt.F With 
what © propriety” this is done, unleſs he be poſ- 
ſeſſed of deity, I ſhall not inquire. It is in this 
place, I ſuppoſe, that we are to conſider him as 
anſwering my eleventh Letter, which was writ- 
ten on this ſubject. The queſtions diſcuſſed in 
that Letter were, © Which of the two ſyſtems 
« trends moſt to exalt the character of Chriſt ; 
« which places his mediation in the moſt im- 
cc portant view ; and which repreſents us as moſt 
„ indebted to his undertaking?” The ſubſtance 
of Mr. Kentiſh's remarks on the firſt of theſe 
queſtions conſiſts in this, that it is not greatneſs, 
but goodneſs, that is the object of love; that © love 
to Chriſt has it's juſt foundation, not in a per- 
ſuaſion 


* Page 14, 15. f Page 15—19. 
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© ſuaſion of his ſuperior dignity, but in a con- 


« viction that his character was diſtinguiſhed by 


« the * beauty of holineſs,” or the charms of 


« virtue.*” I allow that goodneſs, and not great- 
neſs, is the immediate object of love; but Mr. | 


Kentiſh will alſo allow, that the latter renders a 
being capable of the former. The more enlarged- 


neſs of mind any perſon poſſeſſes, the more ca- 
pable he is of goodneſs ; and if his moral qualities 


keep pace with his natural accompliſhments, he 


is a more eſtimable character than if his mind | 


were not enlarged. 


The greater any character is therefore, if his 
goodneſs be but equal to his greatneſs, the more 
he becomes the proper object of love. Will Mr. 
Kentiſh pretend that the charms of virtue?” in 
a good man, in Jeſus Chriſt for example, ſup- 


poſing him to be only a good man, ought to ren- 
der him as much the object of our affection as the 


infinitely glorious moral excellence of the divine 
Being ought to render him? But by how much 
the character of the Divine Being is. more eſti- 
mable than that of the beſt of men, by ſo much 
is the character of Chriſt more eſtimable upon 
the ſuppoſition of his proper Deity than Your 


that of his being merely human. 
Mr. Kentiſh, as though he felt this difficulty 


and wiſhed to remove it, ſuggeſts that it is upon 


the principle of gratitude that we © give to God | 


* the ſupreme author of our enjoyments, our 
M 85 higheſt 
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« higheſt, pureſt love.“ But is it gratitude only 
that binds us to love God better than a creature? 


Is it merely becauſe we receive more from him ? 


Is it not alſo on account of the infinite amlable- 
neſs of his moral character as diſplayed particu- 
larly in the Goſpel ; or, as the Scriptures expreſs 


it, of the glory of God in the face of Feſus Chriſt ? 

Yea, is it not primarily on this account that God is 

entitled to our © higheſt and pureſt love? 
Mr. Kentiſh has not thought it proper to enter 


on the enquiries, © Which of the two ſyſtems 


cc places the mediation of Chriſt in the moſt im- 


« portant light; and which repreſents us as moſt 
« indebted to his undertaking?” He has made 
ſome obſervations however upon gratitude. Hav- 


ing ſtated that God 1s to be loved on this prin- 


ciple with our higheſt, pureſt love, he adds, 
« Hence too we cannot avoid indulging and 
67 ſhewing affection for thoſe of our fellow-crea- 
„ tures whom he diſpoſes and enables to do us 
good] and who in truth are but the inſtruments 
of his bounty. It is upon the ſame principle 
«« that we perceive the juſtice of manifeſting no 


« common love to Chriſt, the author under God 


of our moſt valuable privileges and our richeſt 
« bleſſings. '' Whether the love of. our oppo- 
nents towards Chriſt in a way of gratitude be 
common or uncommon, while they maintain that 


he exiſted not till he was born of Mary, they can- 


not conſider themſelves as under any obligation 


-* Page 17.7 Page 1). 
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x 
to him for coming into the world to ſave them, ſee- 
ing that was a matter in which he muſt have been 
totally, zyvoluntary :; and while they reject the doc- 
trine of the atonement, I do not ſee how they can 
feel obliged to him for the forgiveneſs of their 
fins; or to any thing which he has done, or ſuf- 
fered, for their hopes of eternal life. They may 
feel indebted to him for having nn theſe 
doctrines; but if this be all, it is a ſmall affair 
for ſo much to be made of it. Many a prophet 
who was a bearer of heavy tidings, would have 
been glad in this reſpect to exchange meſlages 
with him. Dr. Toulmin, in a former publi- 
cation, has tried to magnify this ſubject a little, 
by alleging that © Chriſt came not only to preach 
the doctrine of a future ſtate, but to prove it 
and to furniſh a pledge of the reſurrection to 
eternal life by his own reſurrection.“ Dr. 
Toulmin has not informed us in what manner the 
miſſion of Chriſt proved the doctrine of a future 
ſtate, any otherwiſe than as his reſurrection af- 
forded a pledge of it; and this can add nothing 
as a foundation of gratitude to him, inaſmuch as, 
upon his principles, it was a matter in which he 
had no voluntary concern. 

For our parts, we conſider ourſelves as deeply 
indebted to Chriſt for his voluntary aſſumption 
of our nature; for the preference given to us be- 
jore the fallen Angels; for his condeſcending to 

F become 


*..D ifertation. on the internal Euidencies aud Lnlaig of 
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become ſubject to temptations and afflictions for 


our ſake, hat in all things he might be made like 


unio his brethren ; and for his offering himſelf 
without ſpot to God as our atoning facrifice, 
thereby ob:aining the remiſſion of our ſins, and 


becoming the foundation of our hopes of eternal 
life: but none of theſe things have any place in 


the ſyſtem of our opponents. And though they 


would perſuade us that they hold the ſentiments 
embraced by primitive Chriſtians, yet they can- 
not follow them in theſe important particulars. 
Their views of things will not ſuffer them to ſpeak 
of his !aking upon him fieſh and blood ; of his taking 
upon him not the nature of angels, bul the ſeed of 
Abraham ; of his being in the form of God, and yet 


taking upon him the form of a ſervant ; and being 
made in the likeneſs of men ; of our being forgrvers 


for his ſake ; or of the promiſe of an eternal inberit- 


ance being recerved by means of his death.* Ac- 


cording to their principles, his coming into the 
world was no act of his own; he had no exiſtence 
| prior to his exiſting in #e/b and blood ; it was not 
a matter of choice with him whether he would be 
made an angel or a man; he never exilled in any 
other form, nor ſuſtained any other character, 
than that of a ſervant, his death had no influ- 
ence on the forgiveneſs of our ſins, or in pro- 
curing eternal life: none of theſe things there- 


fore afford to them any foundation for gratitude. 
The 
* Heb, ii. 14, 16, Phil, ii. 6, 7. Eph. iv. 32. Heb, ix. 13. 
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The ſubſtance of this argument was ſtated in 
my fourteenth letter ; but neither of my oppo- 
nents has thought proper to take any notice of 


it. It might be their wiſdom to decline this part. 
of the ſubje& which is ſo ſtrongly ſupported * 


che expreſs declarations of Scripture. 
” Mr. Kentiſh ſeems to feel, that love to Chriſt 


makes but a diminutive figure in the Socinian : 
ſcheme; and therefore apologizes for it. To ſup- 
poſe Chriſt to have been poſſeſſed of © a ſuper- 


« human nature, and ſo to regard him, he ſays, 
« would be infringing upon our pious g gratitude 


« to the adorable Being whom we are com- 


« manded to love with aa entire affection.” To 


this I reply, our belief of a doctrine which our 


opponents will not allow us to believe, namely, 

the divine Unity, enables us to repel this objec- 
tion: we believe, and that on the firſt of all au- 
thority, that Chri/? and the Father are fo one, that 


he who hath ſeen him hath ſeen the Father ; and that 
be who honoureth him, in ſo doing, honoureth the 

 Father.* The idea thrown out by Mr. Kentiſh, 

and which enters into the effence of his ſyſtem, 

is what the Scriptures are utterly unacquainted 
with. They require us to love creatures in dif- 
ferent degrees. But inaſmuch as this love, if 
carried ro exceſs, would diſhonour the divine 
| Being, theſe requirements are accompanied and 


limited by various cautions. Thus we are re- 
quired to love all mankind as our fellow-crea- 


tureS; 


John x. 30.—xiy. 9, 11.—V. 23. 
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tures; but we muſt take heed of improper attach- 


ments, leſt we worſhip the creature more than the 
Creator. Weare commanded to love and honour 
our parents; but if they ſtand in competition 


with Chriſt, we are required comparatively to 
| hate them. Chriſtians are enjoined to love their 


miniſters, who are over them in the Lord; but, 
if even the ſervants of Chriſt be idolized, it {hall 


be demanded on their behalf, ho then is Paul, 
er who is Apollos, but minijters by whom ye believed? 


Mas Paul crucified for you? Or were ye baptized in 
the name f Paul? We are, doubtleſs, obliged to 


love angels, becauſe they are our bretbren, and 
are employed as miniſtering ſpirits 19 the beirs of 
falvation ; but if any attempt to worthip them, 
they will profeſs themſelves to be what they are, 


and direct to the worſhipping of God.“ Now, 
if Chriſt be only a creature, it might have been 


expected, that the numerous commands to love 
and honour him, ſhould alſo have been accom- 


pamed with ſome ſuch cautions, leſt in comply - 


ing with them, we ſhould «© infringe” upon the 


honour due to the Father. The great honour to 


which Chrift was- exalted above all other crea- 


tures, rendered ſuch cautions peculiarly neceſſary > 


fince love to him would be in the greater danger 


of being carried to exceſs: and it is a fact, that 
the great body of thoſe whom our opponents will 
allow to have been ſerious Chriſtrans, in almoſt 


all ages, have actually worſhipped him as God. 


Yet 


Rev. xxii. 9. 
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Let there is not a ſingle caution againſt this ſort 
of exceſs in all the New Teſtament ; nor the leaſt 
intimation, that in giving glory to the Son, we 
may poſlibly “ infringe” upon the glory of the 
Father. On the contrary, when the topic of 
love to Chriſt occurs, every thing is ſaid to in- 
flame it, and nothing to damp it. There is a be- 
coming jealouſy in the divine Being expreſſed in 
other caſes, but never in this: if any thing of 

this kind be expreſſed, it is on the other ſide. | 
If a man love me—my Father will love him, and wwe 
will come unto him, and make our abode with him. 
1f any man ſerve me, him will my Father honour. 
The Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all 
judgment to the Son: that all men ſhould bonour the 
Son even as they honour the Faiher. He that bo- 

mureth not the Son, honoureth not the e 
bath ſent bim.“ 

Mr. Kentiſh, as if he felt no pleaſure | in dif- 
courſing upon the character and work of Chriſt, 
as the grounds of love to him, proceeds to re- 
mark with ſome apparent ſatisfaction upon cer- 
tain expreſſions of it.“ From the lips of our 
« divine Inſtructor himſelf,” he ſays, © let us 
« learn—the leſſon of love to him; let us hence 
* be informed in what this principle conliſts, 
- Ho IF a man love me,” lays Jeſus, © he will keep my 
« words—he that loveth me not, keepeth not my 
« ſayings —ye are my friends if ye do whatſoever 1 
command Ne. be things I command you, that ye 
be 


* John xiv. 23.— Xii. 26.—v. 22, 23. 
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ce love one another. Who can here refrain from 
« obſerving how truly rational is this language, 
« how remote from myſtery and enthuſiaſm ? But 
© while Chriſt declares, that ſuch as obey his 
avs, as imbibe his ſpirit, manifeſt love to him, 


let none of his followers be ſo ignorant and 
« preſumptuous as to infiſt upon other teſtimo- 


ce nies of affection to their maſter. Of better 
« they cannot poſſibly conceive, upon ſtronger 


a they cannot poſſibly rely.“ 


I have no diſpute with Mr. Kentiſh concerning 
what are the proper expreſſions of love to Chriſt; 


but his inſinuating that to plead for his deity and 


atonement as grounds of love to him, is to © in- 
« {i{t upon other teſtimonies of affection towards 
« hun,” teſtimonies which are “ myſterious and 


d enthuſiaſtic,” is calculated to perplex the ſub- 
ject. Io ſay nothing of the decency”? of his 
pronouncing upon our conduct in this inſtance as 


ignorant and preſumptuous,” it is but too ma- 
nifeſt that he wiſhes to confound the reaſons of 


love with the expre//ons of it; and under a ſhew 
of regard for the one, to draw off the reader's 
attention from the other. Mr. Kentiſh may re- 
collect, that the ſame language is uſed of love to 


God, as of love to Chriſt : This is the love of God, 
that we keep his commandments, and his command- 
ments are not grievous.fF Now an enemy to the 


infinite] y amiable moral character of the Deity, 
the primary ground of love to him, might 


he re 
F Page 1 8, 19. 15 + I John v. 3. 
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here exclaim with Mr. Kentiſh, © Let us 
© hence be informed in what the principle of 
© love to God conſiſts: it is to keep bis command 
© ments. Who can here refrain from obſe ving 
© how truly rational is this language, how remote 
from myſtery and enthuſiaſm ? But while God 
« declares that ſuch as keep his commandments, 
© manifeſt love to him, let none be ſo ignorant 
and preſumptuous as to inſiſt on other teſtimo- 
nies of affection to him Let them not talk _ 
"4 contemplating infinite power employed i 39 
execute deſigns which proceed from infinite be- 
* nevolence, and of filial affection towards God 
aas enkindled by ſuch contemplations. el 
Kentiſh would probably reply to this effect, the 
grounds or reaſons of love to God are one ching, 
and the appointed expreſſions of it another: and 
your depreciating the former under a pretence of 
exalting the latter, is as if you were to kill the 
root, in order to F Such is my 
reply to Mr. Kentiſh. 
From the love of God and Chriſt, Mr. Kentiſh 
| proceeds to diſcourſe on he fear of God.F I do 
not recollect having advanced any thing in my 
letters on this ſubject. I may obſerve, however, 
that the definition given of this virtue does not 
appear to me to anſwer to the ſcriptural account 
of it. It is ſaid to be © the veneration of in- 
ce finite grandeur.” But this approaches nearer 
to a definition of admiration than of fear. The 
N —_ moral 
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moral excellence of the Deity, as the object of 
fear, enters not into it; neither is there any thing 
of a moral nature included in it. Without tak- 
ing upon me to define this heavenly virtue, I may 
obſerve, that a holy dread of offending God, or 
of incurring his diſpleaſure, enters into its eſſence. 


The main objection that I feel to the ſcheme of 


my opponent on this head is, that the divine 


goodneſs, according to his notion of it, necef- 
ſarily purſues the ultimate happineſs of all crea- 


tures, pure or impure, penitent, or impenitent, 


men or devils. This, as I have already ſtated, 
undermines that reſpect to the divine character 
which is the foundation of both love and fear. 


That God is the Father of all his creatures, is 
true;“ but it is alſo true that he is a Father to 
thoſe that believe in his Son, in ſuch a ſenſe as he 


is not to the reſt of the world. The Jews boaſted 
that God was their Father: but Jeſus anſwered, 


If God were e your Father, ye would love me.—To 
as many as received Chriſt, and no more, was power 


given lo become the ons of God, even to them who 
believed on his name. This adoption by Jeſus Chriſt 


is not the common heritage of men : it is a ſub- 
ject of ſpecial promiſe. Come ye out from among 
them, and be ye ſeparate, faith the Lord, and touch 
not the unclean thing, and I will receive you, and Till 

be a father unto you, and ye ſhall be my ſons and 
daughters, ſaith the Lord Almighty.F And it ought 


to be obſerved, that it is this evangelical relation 


and 


Page 20. + John viii. 42—1, 12,—2 Cor, vi. 17, 18, 
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and not that of creatures to their Creator that con- 
verts our * afflictions into fatherly corrections.” _ 
There have been characters in the world, of whom 
it has been ſaid, He ibat made them will not have 
mercy on them ; and he that formed them will meu 
them no favour. Theſe things ought not to be 
confounded. | 
After conſidering the fear of God, our author 
proceeds to diſcourſe on confidence in him.* In 
this, as in moſt other of his diſcuſſions, Mr. 
Kentiſh appears to me to forget that he is a ſin- 
ner; repreſenting the divine Being, and his crea- 
ture man, as upon terms of the moſt perfect 
amity. His perſuaſion of the power, wiſdom, 
and goodneſs of the Deity begets confidence. 
But nothing is ſaid of his going to God, under a 
ſenſe of his helpleſs and periſhing condition as a 
ſinner, and under the warrant of the Goſpel in- 
vitations; or of his confiding in him for eternal 
 falvation. The confidence which Mr. Kentiſh 
deſcribes is more ſuitable to the condition of holy 
angels, than of guilty creatures who have in- 
curred the juſt diſpleaſure of their Maker. _ 
here is one ſubject included in the Scripture 
exerciſes of devotion, which Mr. Kentiſh has 
_ paſſed over, namely, ſruſting in Chriſt. Under the 
article of love to God, he conſidered love to 
_ Chriſt: and truſting in Chriſt is no leſs an exer- 
ciſe of Chriſtian devotion than love to him; an 
exerciſe too with which our eternal ſalvation 
N 2 ſtands 
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ſtands connected. In bis name fhall the Gentiles 


rut. — Thal ye fhould be to the praiſe of bis glory, 
ho firjt iruſtes in Chrifl, In whom ye alſß triſied, 


Her that ye heard the word of truth, the Goſpel of 


your ſalvation.— I know whom 1 have truſted, and I 
am perſuaded that he is able to keep that which 1 


have committed to him againft that day.“ In my 


ſecond letter I obſerved, that upon the principles 
of our opponents, © all truſt or confidence in 
«Chriſt for ſalvation is utterly excluded.” And 
how has Mr. Kentiſh anſwered to this charge? 
By paſling it over in filence. This is a ſerious 
matter. O that, for their own ſakes, they could 


be convinced of the inſufficiency of the ground 


on which they reſt their hopes, and build upon 
the foundation that God hath laid in Zion! Un- 
chanrable and uncandid as they conſider me, l 
could water theſe pages with tears for them. My 
| heart's defire and prayer to God is, that they may 
be ſaved. But other foundation can no man lay, than 
that is laid, which is Feſus Chriſt. 


From reaſoning, Mr. Kentiſh proceeds to fads. 


ö He calls upon us * to ſhew, that as a body, they 
ee are leſs actuated than others, by the ſpirit of 
genuine devotion,f” Mr. Kentiſh muſt be 
ſenſible that private devotion is a matter that 


cannot come under public cognizance. In my 
VIIth letter, therefore, which was written upon 
this part of the ſubject, I did not refer to facts, 


but contented myſelf with reaſoning on the ten- 


dency 


* Rom, xv. 12. Eph, 1, 12, 13. 2 Tim. i. 12. Page 22, 
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dency of principles. It is a circumſtance not 
the moſt favourable, however, to the devotion of 
Socinians, that perſons, when they embrace their 
ſyſtem, though they have previouſly been in the 
habit of praying to God, yet are frequently 
known, at that time, entirely to give it up; or, : 
if they practiſe it, it is by drawing up a written 
compolition, and reading it to the Almighty. 
Such, I ſuppoſe, was Mrs. Barbauld's Addreſs 

to the Deity, to which Mr. Kentiſh referred.* 

Though I have not ſeen it, I doubt not that it 
was an elegant compoſition ; but whether there 
was any devotion in it is another queſtion. Sure 


I am, that ſuch things are at a great remove from 


thoſe prayers and ſupplications which abounded 
amongſt the primitive Chriſtians, and which have 
abounded amongſt ſerious Chriſtians of every 
age. Mr, Kentiſh ſhould conſider too, that the 
principal part of what I have alleged to the diſ- 
advantage of Socinian piety, is taken from the 


acknowlegments of their own writers. He calls 


upon his “ Fellow Chriſtians to ſhew, that as a 
body, they are leſs actuated than others, by the i 
« ſpirit of genuine devotion;“ and from his 
Fellow Chriſtians, even in the ſtricteſt ſenſe of 
the term, let him receive an anſwer. Dr. Prieſt- 
ley confeſſes that ſo it ems to be; and Mrs. 
Barbauld, by manifeſt conſequence, informs us 
that / zt 16. © Calviniſts,” ſays the former, “ /cem 
1e to have more of : a real principle of religion 
„e than 


Page 25. note. 


« than Unitarians.“ „ There is ſtill apparent 


« in that claſs called ions Chriſtians,” ſays the 
latter, © a tenderneſs in expoſing theſe doctrines, 
*a fort of leaning towards them, as in walking 


over a precipice one would lean to the ſafeſt 


« ſide.' What is this but acknowleging that 
complete Socinians are nos diſtinguiſbed 9 their ſe- 


rionſneſs © 


Mr. Kentiſh next refers to a number of characters 


of his own denomination who have been eminent 
for their piety.* Whether this account be liable 
to animadverſion, 1 have no inclination to in- 


quire. To animadvert on the characters of indi- 
viduals, eſpecially on thoſe of the dead, is in- 
vidious; and it forms no part of my plan: on the 
contrary, as I have ſaid before, I have profeſſedly 


| declined it. Let our opponents make the moſt 


of their piety; let them muſter up all their force; 


let them claim thoſe as Unitarians when dead, 
whom they refuſed to acknowlege as ſuch while 
they were living; I have no apprehenſions as ta 
the iſſue of the conteſt. 


Our opponents, however, muſt not always be 
indulged in their pretenſions. We cannot allow 


them, for example, to ſubſtitute words in the place 
of actions. If one on their fide the queſtion make 
a ſpeech, or print a ſermon, or a ſet of ſermons. 


in 

* Page 23. 25. 

+ Dr. Prieſtley refuſed to acknowlege Dr. Price as a 
Unitarian, when they were engaged in controverſy, though 


both my opponents now place him in their liſt, 
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in favour of morality, they ſeem to wiſh to con- 
ſider it amongſt the evidences of the moral ten- 
dency of their principles. It is not Dr. Prieſt- 
ley's writing o# the duty of not living lo ourſelves ; 
nor Mr. Turner's publiſhing a volume of ſer- 
mons on moral ſubjects, though applauded by 
Reviewers, principally, if not entirely, of his own 
perſuaſion, that will afford a “ practical anſwer 
* to my letters, on Socinianiſm.“ _ ; 
From the divine, Mr. Kentiſh proceeds to 
diſcourſe on the ſocial and perſonal virtues. I 
perceive many things in this part of his per- 
formance which would admit of a reply ; but 
nothing that requires any, except what he alleges 
on the innocence of error. © Liberality,” Mr. 
Kentiſh obſerves, © inclines us to believe, that 
« involuntary religious error expoſes not man to 
« the diſpleaſure of their Maker.” - And again, 
« We aſſert the innocence of involuntary error. 5 
« It is the unhappineſs of many profeſſors of our 
« religion to conſider it as partaking of the na- 


ture of ſin. Such is the language they uſe in 


« their writings.]” Surely Mr. Kentiſh has not 
read what he has written againſt, or he muſt have 
noticed that I alſo have acknowleged the inno- 
cence of involuntary error. Have I not ſaid, «the 
* mere holding of an opinion, conſidered abſtract. 
c edly from the motive, or ſtate of mind of him 
that holds it, muſt be ſimply an exerciſe of in- 
"ctellect 


* See © Wood's Sermon,” for Furner of Wakehield, p. 50, 
51. note, + Page 25, Page 29, 30. 
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a tellect; and I am inclined to think has in it nei- 
* ther good nor evil.“ Does not Mr. Kentiſh know 
that the ground on which I have ſuppoſed error 
relating to the goſpel be ſinful, is, that it is 107 
involuntary £ Not that I accuſe thoſe who err of 
knowing that they do ſo; or of avowing principles 
which in their conſcience they do not believe: this 
would not be error, but groſs diſhoneſty. Volun- 
tary error 1s that which ariſes from an evil bias of 
heart, or a diſlike to the truth. Such is the ac- 
count given of certain characters by a ſacred 
writer: Becauſe they received not the love of the 
truth—God ſent them ſtrong deluſions that they ſhould 
believe a lie.F Theſe men were not apprized of 
their being in an error ; they bclieved their lie: 


but this belief aroſe from a diſlike of truth; and 


it was this that denominated it voluntary, and 
ſinful. 

What is it that Mr. Kentiſh would perſuade 5 
his Readers that I believe? « The mere conclu- 
% ſions of the underſtanding,” he ſays, „where 
« the will is unconcerned, cannot ſurely partici- 
« pate of guilt:” and who thinks they can? 
« Guilt,” he adds, © then only attaches itſelf to 
« error, when men wilfully and indolently refuſe 
«© to employ the means of better information 
© which are put into their hands.” Very well, 
and who imagines the contrary? 1 

From theſe principles, which Mr. Kentiſh 
| ſeems willing to have conſidered as the excluſive _ 

: property 
Leiter X. p. 7 + 2 Thell, 1 ii. 10, 11. f Page 31. 
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property of himſelf and his brethren, he proceeds 
to draw certain uſeful improvements: * By theſe 
« conſiderations, my Fellow Chriſtians,” he ſays, 
« we are reſtrained from placing ourſelves ih the 
c chair of infallibility, from raſhly judging upon 
« the preſent ſtate, and the future doom of our 
« virtuous, though it may be, miſtaken bre- 
« thren.” Part of this is no doubt. very good; 
it is highly proper that fallible creatures ſhould 
make no pretence to infallibility: but how can 
Mr. Kentiſh ſay that they do not judge upon the 
preſent ſtate of others, when i in the fame ſeutence 
he pronounces ſome men * virtuous,” and calls 
them © brethren?” Will he give the name of 
« virtuous” to every man in the world? If not, 
he occupies the ſeat of judgment as really as 1 
do: his cenſure therefore does not affect my 
judging upon * the preſent ſtate of men, 2 for.” 
he does the ſame, and that in the ſame breath; 
but my not acknowleging thoſe as virtuous, 
« Chriſtian brethren,” whom he accounts ſo. 
But, ſay our opponents, it is illiberal and : 
preſumptuous in you to attribute men's errors on 
divine ſubjects to an evil bias of heart. f they 


were not attributed to this cauſe in the Scriptures, _ 


I grant it would be fo: but it is neither illiberal 
nor preſumptuous to view things as they are there 
repreſented. I have no more inclination than 
Mr. Kentiſh to occupy the “ chair of infalli- 
c bility:** but I conſider it as a part of my pro- 
Per work, and that of every other Chriſtian, to 
on Judge 


— - 


— ' 
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judge of the meaning of his deciſions who docs occupy 
1. Produce me an example from the New Teſ- 
tament of a ſingle character who imbibed and 
taught falſe doctrine, and who was treated by the 
Apoſtles as innocent. How different from this 


is the conduct of Paul, and Peter, and John, and 
Jude.“ Nay, produce me a ſingle example of 


error in matters of religion amongſt good men, 


that is treated as innocent in the Holy Scriptures. 


Are not the tenets of ſome amongſt the Corin- 
thians, who denied the reſurrection, called evil 
communications which would corrupt! good manners ? 
Were not the errors of the Galatians called di/- 


_ obedience to the truth; and were they not re- 


proached on this account as fooli/h, and in a ſort 
bewitched, and as needing to have Chriſt, again 
formed in them? Did not our Lord accuſe his 


own diſciples, whoſe minds were blinded by their 
notions of an earthly kingdom, Wu folly and : 
Aoxwneſs of heart 2} 


In things purely natural, men may think juſtly, 


or make miſtakes without any degree of good- 
' neſs on the one ſide, or evil on the other: and 


even in things of a moral nature, if our errors 


aroſe either from natural incapacity, or the want 


of ſufficient means of information, they would be 


excuſable: but never, that I recollect, do the 


Scriptures repreſent errors of the latter deſcrip- 
tion, 


ieee. 1 John 


iv. 6. Jude 4. 
＋ 1 Cor. xv. 33, 34. Gal. iii. 1.—iv. 19. Lake XXIV. 25. 
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tion, eſpecially thoſe which relate to the goſpel 
way of ſalvation, as ariſing from theſe cauſes. 
They teach us, that way-faring men, though fools, 
ſhall not err therem ; intimating that the errors 
Which men make concerning the way of ſalva- 
tion, do not ariſe from the want of natural capa- 
City, but of a way- man ſpirit, or a true deſire to 
walk in it. | 
I am not conſcious of retaining any error: yet 
there is little doubt but that I do: from having 
diſcovered many in my paſt life, I have reaſon to 
ſuſpect that there are many more about me un- 
diſcovered. But whatever they be, I ſuppoſe | 
they are owing to ſome ſinful prejudice of which 
I am not aware: and I know not that I am 
obliged to think differently of the errors of other 
people. | 
J perceive Mr. Kentiſh himſelf can mit the 
morality of opinion, where himſelf or a fellow- 
creature is the object of it. He pleads for libe- 
rality of ſentiment, (by which he ſeems to intend | 
an equally good hinten of men notwithſtanding 
their errors) as a virlue, a virtue in which he 
thinks his brethren to excel. He muſt therefore 
conſider its oppoſite as a vice, a vice which ope- 
rates to our diſadvantage. Now, I would aſk 
Mr. Kentiſh as before, I aſked Mr. Lindley, 
“ Suppoſing that I am in an error in thinking 
* amiſs of my fellow-creatures, why ſhould it 
* not be as innocent as thinking amiſs of Chriſt? 
0 Why ought I to be reproached as an illibe- 
| O 2 . 
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« ral, uncharitable bigoc for the one, while na 
« one ought to think the worſe of me for the 
« other?” J wiſh ſome one of our opponents 
would anſwer this queſtion. 

If „the language of /:berality be“ what Mr. 
Ken:1ſh ſays it is, © that, in every nation, he that | 
ce feareth God, and worketh righteouſneſs, is ac- 
« cepted,”” we can aſſure him that we are not ſuch 
ſtrangers to it as he may be apt to imagine. Such 
language not only approves itſelf to our judg- 
ments, bur rejoices our hearts. And if 4:g9/ry 
be, as he defines it, © ſuch an inordinate attach- 
ment to our own modes of faith and worſhip, 
« as prompts us to have no dealings with thoſe 
« who prefer others, to think of them with un- 
« kindneſs, and to act towards them with vio- 
« lence,” provided he do not extend his dealings 
to Chriſtian fellowſhip, which, according to his 
Note 1n page 44, he does not, we can cordially 
unite with him in reprobating it. Liberality and 
candour of his deſcription may exiſt, as Mr. 
Kentiſh obſerves, in harmony with zeal for reli- 5 
gious principle. 
But if /iberality muſt incline us to treat errors 
of a moral and religious nature, eſpecially thoſe 
which relate to the' goſpel way of ſalvation, as 
mere miſtakes of the underſtanding “ in which 
« the will is unconcerned,” it is a kind of virtue 
to which we make no pretence: and if bigotry 

conſiſts in the reverſe of this, we have no objec- 
tion 
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tion to be thought bigots, believing as we do, 
that ſuch bigotry is Wunden recommended in 
the holy Scriptures. 

But, © it is impoſſible, ſurely,” firs my oppo- 
ment, that maintaining this opinion, they ſhould 
« regard the man whoſe religious ſentiments dif. 
« fer from theirs, with perfect complacency, ſa- 
« tisfaction and bencvolence.*” Where then 
did Mr. Kentiſh learn to confound * perfect com- 

« placency and ſatisfaction,” with © henevo- 
« Jence?” To exerciſe the former towards cha- 
raters, who renounce what we conſider as the 
fundamental principles of the goſpel, or even 
towards any man, but for the truths fake that 
wellelh in bim, is in our eſteem ſinful: but the 
latter ought to be exerciſed towards all maakind, 
whatever be their principles or characters. I 
cannot be conſcious of another's feelings; bur: | 
for my own part, I find no difficulty in this mat- 
ter ariſing from my religious principles: and it 
is a ſatisfaction to my mind, to ſee not only the 
Apoſtle of the Gentiles ardently deſiring the ſal- 
vation of his country men the Jews, but my Lord 
and Saviour himſelf weeping over them, while 
each abhorred both their principles and their 
practice. If this be a © perſecuting” principle, 
Paul, and even our Saviour, muſt both have been 
perſecutors. 5 
Mr. Kentiſh, having thus reviewed the ſocial 
and perſonal virtues, calls upon “ fair and un- 
« biaſled 
= Page 30 Jo 
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ce biaſſed obſervation to determine what is the 
«* character which they bear in their commerce 
« with mankind.” * If, ſays he, © it be not 
more exemplary than that of other Chriſtians, 
« jt is not, perhaps, in any degree, inferior. = 
Mr. Kentiſh knows very well, that the authori- 
ties from which I drew a contrary conclution, 
were no other than thoſe of Dr. Prieſtley and 
Mr. Belſham. © It cannot be denicd,” fays the 
former, © that many of thoſe who judge fo truly 
« concerning particular tenets in religion; have 
« attained to that cool unbiaſſed temper of mind 
« jn conſequence of becoming more indifferent 
"6 to religion in general, and to all the modes and 
e doctrines of it.. Men who are the moſt 
e indifferent to che pinie of religion,“ ſays the 
latter, and whoſe minds therefore are leaſt at- 
s tached to any ſet of principles, will ever be the 
« firſt to ſee the abſurdities of a popular ſuper- 
« ſtition, and to embrace a rational ſyſtem of 
« faith.” Such was the method in which theſe 
writers attempted to account for the alleged fact, 
« rational Chriſtians were indifferent to practical 
« religion ;” this fact they could not deny; and 
by attempting to account for it, they tacitly ad- 
mitted it: yea, Mr. Beſham expreſsly grants that 
there has been ſome plauſible — for the 

ce © accuſation. 5 
To the authority of Dr. Prieſtley, and Mr. 
Belſham, I may now add that of Dr. Toulmin, 
| = LE and 
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and Mr. Kentiſh. The former, after the example 
of his predeceſſors, endeavours to account for 
their © neglecting the culture of the heart and 
« affections ;*” and the latter acknowleges, with 

out ſcruple, that, © with leſs reſtraint than is 
« practiſed by ſome of their brethren, they en- 

« ter into the world, and ee in its amuſe- 
4 ments. T*? 

But Mr. Kentiſh, tas he grants ahi above, 
denies that there is any thing in it that can be 
fairly improved to their difadvantage. © Unleſs 
cc jt can be ſhewn,” he ſays, © that we ſo uſe the 
« world as to uſe it to exceſs, (referring to 1 Cor. 
« vii. 31.) we ſhould take no ſhame to ourſelves 
« on this account.” It is worth while to re- 
mark the progre/s which our opponents make in 
matters of morality. Dr. Prieſtley acknowleged 
much the ſame as Mr. Kentiſh, that © there is 
a greater apparent conformity to the world in 
« Unitarians than is obſervable in others -” but 
he does not undertake to juſtify it: all his at- 
tempts is to account for it in a way that might re- 
flect no diſhonour upon Unitarianiſm. He re- 
- preſents thoſe amongſt them who thus ©lean to a 
e life of diiſipation,” as being only “ ſpeculative 
“% Unitarians,”—*<© men of the world,” —and diſ- 
tinguiſhes them from“ ſerious Chriſtians,” And 
when he comes to weigh the virtue of Trinita- 
rians and Unitarians in a balance, he allows that 
conformity to the, world which is to be found in 

| OS 
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latter, to be a detraction from their excellence; 
and only pleads that they have other virtues which 
counter-balance it, or which, “upon the whole,” 
cauſe their character to © approach nearer to the 
« proper temper of Chriſtianity than the other.“ 
Mr. Belſham alſo, though he ſpeaks of rational 
Chriſtians as having © often been repreſented as 
© indifferent to practical religion; and admits 
that „ there has been ſome plauſible ground for 
e the accuſation;“ yet does not juflify it, but 
_ expreſſes a hope that ir will be © only for a time,” 
and that at length thoſe who give occaſion for 
ſuch accuſations will © have their eyes opened, 
« and feel the benign influence of their prin- 
« ciples, and demonſtrate the excellency of their 
« faith by the ſuperior dignity and worth of their 
« character. But how different from all this is 

the conduct of Mr. Kentiſh. Dr. Prieſtley apo- 
 logiſes ; Mr. Belſham hopas ; but Mr. Kentiſh, 
deſpairing, it ſhould ſeem, of things growing 
better, and refuſing to © take ſhame on the ac- 
count,“ boldly juftifies it; yea more, ſuggeſts 
that ſuch conformity to the world is * Not only 
« lawful, but deſcrving of praiſe. This is car- 
rying matters with a high hand. 

From Dr. Prieſtley's account of things, one 
might have ſuppoſed, that though there were 
ce great numbers“ of theſe conformiſts to the 
world nt the Unitarians, yet they were a 

— 
> Diſcourſes on various ſubjeds, page 100. 
1 Sermon On the importance of truib. ÞF Page 32, 8. 
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kind of excreſcence to the body, and diſtinguiſh- 
able from it as * men of the world” are diſtin- 
guiſhable from * ſerious Chriſtians :”* but ac- 
cording to Mr. Kentiſh, it is their general cha- 
racter, and they are not aſhamed of it; nay, they 
| conſider it as © not only lawtul, but deſerving 
re of praiſe !”? 

"That we are allowed, in the paſſage to which 
Mr. Kentiſh refers, to »/e this world, is true: men 
are allowed to form conjugal connexions, to buy 
and ſeil, and to rejoice in all their labour. It is 

neceſſary, however, that even theſe enjoy ments 
mould be chaſtiſed by an habitual ſenſe of their 
brevity and uncertainty. That this, or any other 
paſſage of Scripture, ſhould be pleaded in favour 
of an indulgence in the amuſements of the world, is 
beyond any thing that I have lately witneſſed from 
the pen of a Chriſtian miniſter. My opponent _ 
Procerds to his . 
II. Head of enquiry, viz. © What aſſiſtance, 
e ſupport, and conſolation, does the Unitarian 
« doctrine afford in the ſeaſon of temptation, af 
te fliction, and death ? „ 

Mr. Kentiſh here quotes a number of Serip- 
tures which, allowing him his own expoſition of 
them, can ſcarcely be ſaid to expreſs a ſingle ſen- 
timent peculiar to what he calls Unitarianiſm, 

His whole aim in this part of his ſubject ſeems 
to be to prove that Unitarians may, by the prin- 

_ ciples which they hold in common with others, 
be * of ſomething ſuperior to © calmneſs 
P « of 
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« of mind.” I muſt fay I never ſaw any thing 
in any of their writings that appeared to me to 
bear any tolerable reſemblance to the joy of the 
Goſpel. I admit, however, that what I have ad- 
vanced on this ſubject might have been better ex- 
preſſed. If, inſtead of affirming that © the ut- 
* moſt happineſs to which the Socinian ſcheme 
« pretends is, calmneſs of mind, I had ſaid, the 
utmoſt happineſs which the peculiar principles 
of Socinians are adapted to promote is, calmneſs 
of mind, it would have been more accurate. My 
opponent's being obliged to have recourſe to 
common principles as the ſprings of joy and con- 
ſolation, is a ſufficient proof that thoſe which are 
peculiar to his ſcheme as a Socinian were alto- 
gether unadapted to his purpoſe. He may wiſh 
to have it thought, indeed, that Chriſt's being 
ic in all things made like unto his brethren,” and 
his reſurrection being that of a man, are terms 
expreſſive of his peculiar ſentiments. So he in- 
ſinuates.“ But let any perſon conſult the firſt of 
theſe paſſages,F and he will find, that he who 
| was in all things made like unto his brethren, 
| took not on him the nature of angels, but the ſeed of 
Abraham: that is to ſay, he exiſted prior to his 
being a man, and was voluntary in chooſing to 
_ aſſume the human rather than the angelic nature. 
By culling ſingle ſentences without taking their 
connexion, we may prove any thing we pleaſe; 
but in ſo doing we abuſe the Scriptures rather 
| ds 
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than interpret them. That the reſurrection of 
Chriſt was the reſurrection of a man, no one 
queſtions ; but to infer from hence that he was a 
mere man, is drawing concluſions which are not 
contained in the premiſes. 
The ſcheme of our opponents is ſo far from 
being adapted to promote evangelical joy, that it 
leads them in general to deſpiſe it as enthuaſiaſtic. 
As an example of this I cited the critique of the 
A7onthly Reviewers upon Preſident Edwards's H/ 
zory of Redemption: and ſuch examples might be 
nultiplied almoſt without end. Bur if men were 
not ſtrangers to the ſacred joys of religion them- 
ſelves, how is it poſſible to conceive that they 
could deſpiſe them in others ? 7 . 
The IIId. head of inquiry is next introduced, 
viz. © What is the degree of efficacy which the 
« Unitarian doctrine poſſeſſes, in reſpect to the 
« converſion of profligates and unbelievers ?*” 
On another occaſion Mr. Kentiſh tells his au- 
ditors, that © concerning the natural influence of 
« religious opinions the world will judge, not 


« from abſtract reaſoning and fancied tendencies, _ 


ce but from our diſpoſitions and our lives ;F” 
that is to ſay, from facts. But on this ſubject he 

has produced neither the one nor the other. We 
« claim to embrace,” he ſays, © and allow no 
other doctrine than what Jeſus and his Apoſtles 

te taught. : True; but the queſtion is, if their 
claim be admiſſible, how comes it to paſs that 
. 3 
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their doctrine has no better eff. -& ? Mr. Kentith 


anſwers, © The fact is to be explained by the pre- 


« valence of human corruptions.” Is it a fact 
then that men are more corrupt amongſt So-- 


cinians than in thoſe congregations where the 


doctrine of atonement through the blood of Chriſt 
is taught and believed? 


But perhaps what we call converſion will not 


be admitted by our opponents as genuine. «© We 


« reject,” ſays Mr. Kentiſh, © and reaſon and the 
« Scriptures we think authorize us to reject, every 


« pretence to ſudden converfion. True conver- 
* fion from fin to holineſs we reg Yard as the work 


db * 


te of time and labour,” If it were neceſſary to 


examine this ſubject, the converſion pleaded for 


by Mr. Kentiſh might appear as mean in our 
eſteem, as ours does in his. But I defire no 
other criterion of true converſion in this cafe than 
that by which 4% end is accompliſhed. Where 1 


ſee a man turned from fin to holineſs, I call him 


a converted man. That ſuch a change 1 is ſome- 


times gradual, is admitted ; but this is not always 
the caſe: neither was it in the primitive ages. I 
know very well that Dr. Prieſtley, as well: as Mr. 


Kentiſh, contiders all ſudden changes as nugatory, 
and ſuppoſes that converſion is a work of time 


and labour. Upon this principle he affirms that 


« All late repentance, eſpecially after long and 
« confirmed habits of vice, is abſolutely and ne- 
« cciarily ineffectual.” That our opponents 


ſhould imbibe Wen an opinion, has nothing ſur- 


priſing 
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priſing in it; but that they ſhould pretend that 
the © Scriptures authorize it,“ is ſomewhat ex- 
traordinary. Was not the. repentance of Zac- 
cheus, and that of the thief upon the ctoſs, a 
late repentance, and yet effectual? Was the re- 
pentance of either of them the effect of long time 
and labour? Were the Jews under Peter's ſer- 
mon, the Jailor and his houſehold, or any others 
of whom there is an account in the Acts of the 
Apoſtles, converted in the manner Mr. Kentiſh 
deſcribes? If however the whole that was to be 
-attributed to God in this change were no more 
than Mr. Kentiſh ſuppoſes ; if it confiſted merely 
in his furniſhing us with © the powers of willing 
* and acting,” it might well be conſidered as a 
work of time and labour; or rather as a work 
that time in its utmoſt extent would never be 
able to accompliſh. 
But what end has Mr. Kentiſh to anſwer by | 
his objecting to ſudden converſion, and repre- 
FR ſenting it as a work of time and labour? Does he 
mean to ſuggeſt that their doctrine has not yet Il 
had time to operate? If not, what difference does NY 
it make to the argument? We call nothing con- 
verſion amongſt us but that in which a change of j 
_ diſpoſition and life appears; and if this end were | 
accompliſhed amongſt them in any conſiderable 
degree, whether it were ſuddenly or gradually, 
he need not be at a loſs for facts to ſupport the 
efficacy of his doctrine. Inſtead of theſe, Mr. 
Kentiſh 3 is obliged to content himſelf with — — 
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ing, that © Repentance towards God, and faith 
« towards our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, rightly under- 
« ſtood, have as intimate a connexion with their 
« views of the Chriſtian diſpenſation as with thoſe 
« of their brethren,” And with h-p:ng that 
« There are thoſe in their number who have found 
« the plain, the ſimple, yet the deſpiſed Goſpel 
„ of Chriſt, the power of God unto ſal vation.“ 
1 ſhall not controvert the remarks of my oppo- 
nent reſpecting the Jews, and reſpecting unbe- 
lievers who reſide in a Chriſtian country. It is 
| true, as he obſerves, “ little can be ſaid on either 
« fide, inaſmuch as the experiment has never, 
« perhaps, been tairly and entirely made by both 
« the parties.“ Meanwhile, I perfectly acquieſce 
in the obſervation that « Eventually, without 
* doubt, that repreſentation of Chriſtianity which 
has Scripture, and,” it may be, « antiquity for 
e it's baſis; which is ſimple in it's nature, and 
« conformable to our beſt ideas of the Divine 
character and government, will every where 
* prevail.” 

On the ſubject of miſſions 10 the Heathen, 7 have 
only to obſerve, that if other Socinian writers had 
ſaid nothing worſe than Mr. Kentiſh, my remarks 
on that ſubject would not have appeare.. 

IV. And laſtly, Mr. Kentiſh proceeds to con- 
ſider „How far the admiſſion of Unitarian doc- 
* trine is adapted to promote a veneration for 
F the Scriptures, and to fertig our faith in Chriſ- 


© tianity. 
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* tianity.“ The principle which I aſſumed * 
the outſet of my enquiry on this ſubject was this, 


« If any man venerate the authority of Scripture, 
« he muſt receive it As BEING WHAT IT PROFESSES 
«© TO BE, AND FOR ALL THE PURPOSES FOR WHICH 
0 14 PROFESSES TO BE WRITTEN. I the Scriptures 
« profeſs to be divinely inſpired, and aſſume to 
te be the infallible ſtandard of faith and practice, 


* 


« we mult either receive them as ſuch, or, if we 


_« would be conſiſtent, diſown the writers as im- 


« poſtors.” After ſtating this principle as the 
ground or datum of the argument, I proceeded to 


examine into the profeſſions of the ſacred writers. 


Now I would aſk Mr. Kentiſh whether the above 
poſition be not unobjectionable as a ground of 
argument? Has it not the property which every 


ground of argument ought to poſſeſs, that of be- 


ing admitted or admiſſible by both parties? And 


if ſo, why has he not joined iſſue upon it? I have 


no inclination to © view my opponent with the 
« eye of jealouſy and ſuſpicion ;F”” but what 
motive can be aſſigned for his paſſing over this 
ground, and ſubſtituting 1 in the place of it ſuch a _ 
definition of veneration for the Scriptures as 


leaves out the ideas of n/piration and infallibility? 
It is true he has uſed the former of theſe terms, 


but it is manifeſt that he conſiders the Apoſtles 
in no other light than honeſt, well informed hiſ- 
torians. To venerate the Scriptures,” ſays he, 
« 1g to receive and value them as containing a 
i revelation 
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"oF" relation of the will of God to man; it is to | 


te jnveſtigate them with diligence and impar- 
© tiality, to interpret them fairly and conſiſtent- 
1e ly, to be guided by the natural, plain, and 
« uniform ſenſe of them in articles of faith and 
« on points of conduct. Then it ſhould ſeem 
« do we entertain a juſt and correct view of their 


* jnſpiration, when we regard them as the writ- 


© jinos of men who derived from the very beſt 


« ſources of information their acquaintance with 
© the hiſſory and doctrine of Chriſt, of men 
e whoſe integrity is beyond all queſtion, of men 
« who credibly relate facts and diſcourſes which 


« either themſelves witneſſed, or which they de- 
66 liver on the authority of the ſpectators and the 
« hearers, and who faithfully teach that word of 
« God with a knowlege of which they were fur- 
« niſhed by their maſter and by miraculous com- 


« munications ſubſequent to his aſcenſion.*”” 


Whether this repreſentation ſufficiently ex- 


preſſes a proper veneration for the Scriptures is 
_ itſelf a matter of diſpute. - It is therefore very 
improper for a ground of argument, and eſpe- 
_ cially for being ſubſtituted in the place of a po- 

fition that was liable to no objection from any 


quarter. Why did not Mr. Kentiſh admit my 


general poſition, that It any man venerate the 


* authority of Scripture, HE MUST RECEIVE IT AS 
c BEING WHAT IT PROFESSES TO BE, AND FOR ALL 
«© THE PURPOSES FOR WHICH IT PROFESSES TO BE 
f « WRITTEx;““ 


* 
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« wRITTEN;” and why did he not on this ground 
join iſſue in an examination of the prefeſſions of 
the ſacred writers? Such a conduct would have 
been fair and manly; but that which Mr. Ken- 
tiſh has ſubſtituted in the place of it, is evaſive, 

and unworthy of a candid reaſoner. 

Mr. Kentiſh having given us his opinion of the 
inſpiration of the Scriptures, and the veneration 
that is due to them, thus concludes, © If this be 
«« to venerate the Scriptures, our principles, I 
« muſt be allowed to think, are far indeed from 
ce being unfriendly to ſuch veneration.*” What 
does this concluſion amount to more than this, 
That if his notions of divine inſpiration may be 
admitted as a ſtandard; why, then their venera- 
tion for the Scriptures will be found, at leaſt in 
his opinion, to come up to it! Aſſuredly the 
queſtion was not, whether the veneration which 
our opponents exerciſe towards the Scriptures be 
ſuch as correſponds with their own notions of their 
inſpiration ; but whether it agrees with the vene- 
ration which the Scriptures themſelves require. 
Mr. Ktntiſh muſt excuſe me if I remind him of 
the reſemblance of his conduct to that of perſons | 

who meaſuring themſelves by themſelves, and com- 

paring themſelves among ſi themſelves, are nat wiſe. 

hut further, I am not ſure that Mr. Kentiſh's 

concluſion will follow even from his own pre- 
miſes. There is ſo much diſreſpect diſcovered 
in the writings of our opponents towards the 
6 holy 
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holy Scriptures, of which I have attempted to 
give evidence in my XIIth. Letter, that even 


upon Mr. Kentiſh's own profeſſed views, they 


come miſerably ſhort of yeneration. Mr. Ken- 


tiſh acknowleges that veneration © conſiſts | in be- 
« ing guided by the natural, plain, and uniform 
« ſenſe of them, in articles of faith, and on points 


of conduct :” but the Monthly Reviewers aſſert, 
that © the nature and deſign | of the Scriptures | is 


«© not to ſettle diſputed theories, nor to decide 


cc 


en controverted queſtions even in religion and 
1 morality—that they are intended not ſo much 


cc 


to make us wiſer, as to make us better; not to 
ſolve the doubts, but rather to make us obey 


. ah 


5 the dictates of our conſciences.*” And how 


are all the ſubtractions of Dr. Prieſtley to be re- 
conciled with Mr. Kentiſh's criterion of vene- 
ration? He ſuppoſes the ſacred penmen to have 
written upon ſubjects « to which they had not 


« given much attention, and concerning which 


« they were not poſſeſſed of ſufficient means of : 


+00 information.” — Mr. Kentiſh, it is true, may 


not be accountable for the aſſertions of the Month 55 


; ly Reviewers, or of Dr. Prieſtley; but then his con- 
; cluſions ſhould have been more confined : inſtead 5 


of affrming that © if this be to venerate the Scrip- 
« tures, their principles are far from being un- 
* friendly to ſuch veneration, ”—he ſhould only 
have aſſerted it with reſpect to bis oon. 


My 
* Review Enlarged, Vol, N. P. 357: 
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My opponent proceeds“ But if reverence 
« of theſe ſacred records of our faith—is to be 
« manifeſted by a dread of examining them, leſt 
their doctrines be found in contradiction to 
« our preſent opinions, or by a blind acquieſcence 
ce in the unavoidable inaccuracies of tranſcribers, 
« and in the no leſs unavoidable, but more in- 
« jurious, errors of tranſlators, or by a bigoted 
% oppoſition to every attempt toward an im- 
«« proved knowlege and verſion of them, or by 
« judging of the truths which they teach rather 
« from the ſound of detached paſſages, than from 
the ſigni fication and tenor of the context, ſuch 
reverence we diſclaim. Sincerely attached to 
« the ſacred volume, againſt ſuch reverence we 
4 ſtedfaſtly proteſt,*” 
But how if reverence to theſe ſacred records 
| ſhould 107 conſiſt in a dread of examining them, 
or in a blind acquieſcence i in the inaccuracies of 


tranſcribers, or the errors of tranſlators, or in * 


bigoted oppoſition to any attempt toward an im- 
proved knowlege or verſion of them, or in judg- : 
ing of the truths which they teach rather from 
the ſound of detached paſſages, than from the 
ſignification and tenor of the context—how if this 
ſhould prove to be a kind of reverence for which 
Mr. Kentiſh's opponent does not plead any more 

than himſelf—and how if our objections ſhould 
not be againſt examination, but againſt the con- 
: cluſions which ſome perſons draw; not againſt 
| Q 3 | correcting, 
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correcting, but corrupting the tranſlation ; not 
againſt attending to the ſcope of the writers, but 
againſt torturing them to ſpeak contrary to their 
real intentions will it not follow in this caſe that 
this “ ſtedfaſt proteſt” is againſt a non-entity, 
and that this mighty triumph is over a man of 
ſtraw ? 

It is a uſual way of writing, firſt to lay down 
a propoſition, and then to eſtabliſh it by evidence. 
In this manner I have generally proceeded. Mr. 
| Kentiſh, in quoting my language, has more than 
once taken ſimply the propoſition, taking no no- 

tice of the evidence by which it is ſupported, and 
then accuſed me of dealing in peremptory aſſer- 
tions.“ Such is his conduct in reference to what 
1 have written on the tendency of Socinianiſm to 
Infidelity. f Mr. Kentiſh is welcome to call the 
poſitions which I have advanced calumny,” or 
by what other name he pleaſes; let but the evi- 
_ dence with which they are ſupported be conſidered 
in connexion with them, and if they will not ſtand 
the teſt of examination, let them ſhare the fate 
they deſerve. 

As to what my * alleges concerning. 
what it is that denominates any one a profeſſing 
Chriſtian, and his appeal to the Acts of the 
Apoſtles, T I have already ſaid what I judge ne- 
ceſſary on that ſubject in my reply to Dr. Toul- 
min, where alſo I have adduced ſome additional 
- evidence of the tendency of Socinianiſm to Deiſm. 

I have 
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] have only one more remark to make on Mr. 
Kentiſh—lt reſpects the meaning of our Lord's 
words in John xiv. 28. My Father i 1s greater than J. 
The ſenſe which has commonly been put upon 
this paſſage both by Trinitarians and Anti-tri- 
nitarians appears to me to be beſide the ſcope 
of the writer; nor is that of Mr. Kentiſh in my 
judgment more plauſible. I agree with him © that 
it is not the mere abſtract doctrine of his Fa- 


c ther's ſuperiority which he deſigned to aflert ;”” 


or rather, I think, that it expreſſes no compariſon 
whatever between the pern of the Father and 
that of the Son. The compariſon appears evi- 
dently, to me, to reſpect. the flate of exaltation 
with the Father, and the flate of humiliation which 
he then ſuſtained. I ye loved me, ſaith he, ye 
would rejoice becauſe J ſaid ] go 10 the Father ; for 
my Father is greater than T.—The glory and hap- 
pineſs which my Father poſſeſſes, and which I go 
to poſſeſs with him, is greater than any thing I 
can here enjoy: your love to me, therefore, if it 
were properly regulated, inſtead of prompting 
you to wiſh to detain me here, would rather In- 
cline you to rejoice in my departure.“ : 
But though I diſagree with Mr. Kentiſh i in his 
ſenſe of this paſſage of Scripture, perfectly 


4 agree with him in the general ſentiment with 


which he concludes his performance, that “the 
* ſeaſon may not be far diſtant, when ſyſtems 
« which aſſume the Chriſtian name, ſhall, like 
“ fabrics 


* See Ca LVIN and Henky upon the place. 
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« fabrics erected upon the ſand, be anton 


« by a mighty fall but « that real Chriſti- | 


« anity has nothing to fear.” And I may add, 
| that It is with ſacred ſatisfaction ] anticipate the 
time, when all that exalteth itſelf againſt Chriſt, 
let it affect whoſe ſyſtems it may, ſhall utterly 
fall, and nothing ſhall be left ſtanding but the 
ſimple, unadulterated doctrine of the croſs. _ 
1 ſhall conclude my reply to both Dr. Toul- 
nin and Mr. Kentiſh, with a brief Review of the 
| Reviewers, What has fallen under my obſerva- 
tion is contained in the Monthly and Analytical 
Reviews, and the Proteſtant Diſſenters Magazine. 
In the Monthly Review Enlarged, my oppo- 
nents had reaſon to expect, not merely a friend 
and patron, but a reſpectable and powerful ally. 
The managers of that work were parties in the 
_ controverſy ; as much ſo as Dr. Prieſtley, or Mr. 
Belſham, or Mr. Lindſey, | or Mrs. Barbauld. 
They were called upon, either to defend their 
| allegations, or to relinquiſh them. But, like the 
late Empreſs of the North, by the allies, they 
| have been a long time in raiſing their quota, and 
at laſt have muſtered up about half a dozen lines! 
In theſe lines, which are given in a Review of bo 
Mr. Kentiſh's ſermon, they have, with a deſign 
ſufficiently apparent, preſerved a ſullen ſilence 
reſpecting the piece which gave occaſion for it. 
From an impartial peruſal of this ſenſible and 


well written diſcourſe,” they tell us, “ the 


« candid reader may perhaps apprehend that the 
78 important 
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« important objects of piety and virtue may be 
% advanced on the Unitarian plan, although he 
* ſhould not himſelf embrace it.“ | 
Brief, cautious, and ſullen as this review may 
appear, it is the beſt that my opponents can either 
of them boaſt, It is true, it contains merely 
opinion, and that is expreſſed in very general 
terms; but herein, for ought I know, may con- 
fiſt its excellency. The other Reviewers, as the 
reader will preſently perceive, by deſcending to 
particulars, and attempting to back their opinion 
with reaſoning, have ruined the cauſe, and injured | 
thoſe whom it was their intention to ſerve, 
The Analytical Review of Dr. Toulmin's per- 
formance f is too long for inſertion here. The 
ſubſtance of it amounts to no more than this, 
that the ground on which 1 have conducted the con- 
troverſy is not a fair one. But this implies a re- 
flection upon the wiſdom of Dr. Toulmin, for 
pretending to meet me upon this ground; and a 
ſtill greater reflection upon Mr. Kentiſh, for en- 
gaging upon it, and acknowleging that, „ in 
religion, the maxim, ye /hall know them by their 
« fruits, is a maxim unqueſtionably of high au- 
* thority, evident reaſon, and familiar applica- 
« tion?” yea, more, that it is a criterion, © by 
„ which the world will judge concerning the na- 
* tural influence of our religious opinions.“ It 
alſo implies a conviction on the part of the Re- 
viewer, that his r is let. Like a ſecond in a 


duel, 


* Review for January 7197 page 118, Art. 74. 
| 7 For October 1796, p. 394—396, 
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duel, he informs the world that it is no wonder 


his friend has fallen, for he fought upon unfair 


ground! 
If this review has been of any uſe to Dr. 


Toubnin, it is by an attempt to cover his retreat. 
By raiſing an outcry againſt the profeſſed ground 


of the controverſy, a kind of apology is formed 


for its being /bifted, and the reader's attention is 

inſenſibly turned off from the Doctor's falſe rea- 
ſoning, and reconciled to what he has advanced, 

foreign to the ſubject from the Acts of the 

| Apoſtles. But whatever ſervice might be afforded 
by this, it is all undone by what follows: for 


after having raiſed an outcry againſt reaſoning 
on the ground of moral tendency, he diſcovers ar 
inclination to make the utmoſt uſe of it that he is able. 
As Dr. Toulmin, notwithſtanding his ſhifting the 


ground of the argument, has no objection to ex- 
| hibit all the morality on his ſide, that he can 


muſter up; ſo neither has the Analytical Re- 


viewer any objection to repeat it after him. The 
one can tell of their virtuous individuals, and the 
other can echo the account, though both ought 
to have known, that it is not from the character 
of individuals, but of the general body, that 1 

propoſed to reaſon. 


If the critique of the Analytical ales be 


weak, that in the Proteſtant Diſſenters Magazine 


is ſtill weaker. This Reviewer obſerves, that 


ee the method Dr. Toulmin has taken to ſhew 
© the moral tendency of Unitarian principles is 
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te plain and ſolid; - it is one recoinrininded by his 5 


« antagoniſt, an appeal to fads. f He n 


« every ſpecimen of apoſtolical preaching re- 
„ corded in the Acts of the Apoſtles, each of 
« which he endeavours to ſhew is in uniſon with 
« Unitarian ſentiments. From this the infe- 


rence is very clear, that the world was con- 


« verted, and the ſinners of mankind were 


« brought to faith and repentance by the preach- 


« ing of the ſimple Unitarian doctrine; directly 


« contrary to what Mr. Fuller has advanced, 


« that © Socinian writers cannot pretend that their 


« doctrine has been uſed to convert profiigns 
© ſinners to the love of God and holineſs.” *_ 


Dr. Toulmin has appealed to us, and it ſeems 


the writer of this article does not know but that 
they were fa#7s in point. That they are not ſo, 


muſt be evident on the lighteſt reflection: for 
they can be of no uſe to Dr. Toulmin, unleſs he 
firſt prove that the Apoſtles were of his ſenti- 
ments; and if this be proved, they can be of no 
uſe afterwards, becauſe the point in queſtion is 
ſuppoſed to be decided without them. Whether 


Dr. Toulmin was aw are of this, I ſhall not pre- 


tend to determine: it is evident, however, that 
his affecting to join iſſue in an appeal to facts + 5 
bas every property of a eint, or of an attempt 
to keep up the appearance of a regular pitched 


battle, while in reality he was effecting a retreat. 
But whatever may be thought of Dr. Toul- 
. 3 min's 
* No, XXXIV. October 1796, p. 394 f Page 6. 


122 A Reply to Mr. Kentiſh's Serman, &c. 


min's acquaintedneſs or unacquaintedneſs with 


what he was doing, this writer appears to know 
nothing of the matter. He does not know that 
the Doctor's repairing to the primitive Chriſ- 
tians for examples of the converſion of profli- 
gates to the love of God and holineſs, inſtead of 
proving * the direct contrary” to what I had 
affirmed, affords the ſtrongeſt confirmation of it · 
It did not occur to him, it ſeems, that if Dr. 
Iooulmin could have found, or pretended to find, 
examples near home, he would not Pave gone to fo - 
gu a diftance in Search of them. 
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